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ABSTRACT 
Brand loyalty is critical to business and marketing strategy as it provides competitive 
advantages for companies. With marketing shifting its emphasis from marketing mix 
to relationships, research on brand loyalty has focused on approaches to build 
consumer–brand relationships that are conducive to fostering brand loyalty. 
However, as consumer–brand relationships are complex and research into this 
phenomenon proliferates, the task of building and managing brand relationships for 
marketers is challenging. Little attention has been paid to consumer–brand 
relationships in emerging markets. Given its enormous market opportunities and 
intensified competition, Vietnam presents an opportunity for research on consumer–
brand relationships that will provide marketers with insights into developing 
effective relationship-building strategies aiming at fostering brand loyalty. The 
purpose of this research therefore is to examine empirically the relevance of various 
dimensions of brand relationship in the context of an emerging market. 
Based on a review of related literature, a theoretical model was developed to 
examine the impact of brand identification, brand trust, brand relationship quality, 
and perceived quality on brand loyalty. This research employed both qualitative and 
quantitative methods, with the latter being the dominant approach. The qualitative 
stage used in-depth interviews to determine the relevance of existing constructs in 
the theoretical model in the context of Vietnam. A mall-intercept survey was 
conducted in the two largest cities in Vietnam, with 400 consumers who gave 
responses to the constructs’ measurement scales in relation to clothing brands bought 
in the last six months. The measurement scales used in the survey were assessed and 
refined, and then the theoretical model and hypotheses were tested.   
The results indicated that brand trust and brand relationship quality are the two 
important antecedents of brand loyalty, with brand trust showing the largest effect. In 
addition, the effect of brand identification on brand loyalty was mediated mostly by 
brand trust or by brand relationship quality. The results also showed that the effect of 
perceived quality on brand loyalty was mostly mediated by brand trust. The findings 
emphasised the importance of brand identification and perceived quality in brand 
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loyalty. The mean scores obtained from descriptive statistics also suggested that for 
clothing products, Vietnamese consumers are not very emotionally attached to their 
brands.  
The current research contributes to the literature on consumer–brand relationships 
and emerging markets with empirical evidence from Vietnam. The results have 
practical implications for marketers in Vietnam, suggesting that they should focus 
not only on standard marketing mix strategies to enhance positive perceptions of a 
brand, but also on building strong consumer–brand relationships. It is suggested that 
the interpretation of the results should take into account limitations in terms of the 
design and setting of this research. More research is required to address the 
limitations of this research as well as to extend the body of literature by considering 
longitudinal designs and replicating the tests in different categories of consumer 
product and service as well as in different emerging and transitional markets.  
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background 
Branding has evolved over time as a top management priority as marketing 
researchers and practitioners increasingly recognise the role of brands as one of the 
most valuable and strategic resources that firms have (Keller & Lehmann 2006; Urde 
1999). Marketing mix has been used synergistically to create brands that offer 
benefits desired by the consumers and that differentiate the branded product from 
competition (Wood, L 2000). The success of this determines the degree of brand 
loyalty, which ultimately drives competitive advantages for a company (Wood, L 
2000). Specifically, brand loyalty leads to a greater market share and price premium 
as loyal customers of a brand are willing to pay more and use it more (Chaudhuri & 
Holbrook 2001). Brand loyalty leads to reductions in marketing costs, more new 
customers, positive word-of-mouth and stronger resistance to brand switching 
(Aaker, DA 1991; Dick & Basu 1994). These advantages highlight the importance of 
brand loyalty as the heart of strategic business planning (Fournier & Yao 1997; Tsai 
2011; Wood, L 2000).  
The importance of brand loyalty has attracted research attention for decades 
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Fournier & Yao 1997). Traditionally this revolved 
around the view of the concept as either an attitude or a behaviour (Odin, Odin & 
Valette-Florence 2001; Rundle-Thiele 2005b). Researchers later attempted to 
reconcile these two perspectives by examining brand loyalty as combination of 
attitudinal and behavioural measures (Dick & Basu 1994; Jacoby & Kyner 1973; 
Oliver 1999), and several focused on commitment as a measure of brand loyalty 
(Beatty & Kahle 1988; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). As marketing shifting in emphasis 
from marketing mix to relationships, brand loyalty manifested by commitment was 
viewed as a measurement of the relationship that consumers develop with a product 
or brand (Sheth & Parvatiyar 1995b), consistent with an earlier argument by Jacoby 
and Kyner (1973, p. 2), that ‘brand loyalty is essentially a relational phenomenon’. 
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In the relational perspective, research has emerged that focuses on consumer–brand 
relationships, which refers to interactions between the consumer and the brand 
(Blackston 1992a). Since the original work by Blackston (1992a), there have been 
different streams of research concentrating on measuring the strength of consumer–
brand relationships. Seminally (and inclusively), Fournier’s (1998) brand 
relationship quality captures the beliefs, socio-emotive attachments and behavioural 
ties that consumers have with brands. As today’s consumers expect marketers to 
understand what they want in terms of brand relationships and respond appropriately, 
managing brand relationships has become one of the most effective marketing tools 
(Avery, Fournier & Wittenbraker 2014; Fournier, Breazeale & Fetscherin 2012). 
However, given that consumer–brand relationships are complex and research on this 
phenomenon is vigorous, the task of managing brand relationships for marketers is 
challenging (Fournier, Breazeale & Fetscherin 2012; Tsai 2011) 
 Most research on brand loyalty and consumer–brand relationships has been done in 
the context of developed markets, and little attention has been paid to these important 
issues in emerging markets (Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011). Given the fast 
economic growth in emerging markets, there has been a call for more research in this 
context in order to advance marketing theory as well as maintain managerial 
relevance (Burgess & Steenkamp 2006; Sheth 2011; Tsui 2004). It has also been 
argued that strategies developed in Western, mature markets may not be suited to 
emerging markets (Sheth 2011) because consumer insights into Western markets 
may not be applicable to emerging markets developing in different socio-economic 
and cultural conditions (Essoussi & Merunka 2007). 
Some researchers have mentioned Vietnam as a fast-growing emerging market 
offering great opportunities to advance marketing knowledge and practices (Sheth 
2011; Tsui 2004). With a population of approximately ninety million, Vietnam 
represents an enormous market opportunity (Euromonitor 2014b). Branding has only 
recently been of interest to Vietnamese marketers, as the country has undergone 
transition from a centrally planned to a market-oriented economy (Nguyen & 
Nguyen 2011). Many global companies are now turning their attention to Vietnam 
because Vietnamese aspire to a better quality of life than consumers with comparable 
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incomes in other developing nations (Coleman-Lochner 2012), and as a result, 
marketing competition has become increasingly intense (Coleman-Lochner 2012; 
Euromonitor 2014c). To remain competitive and to succeed in the Vietnamese 
market, marketers certainly need to develop effective relationship-building strategies 
aiming at fostering brand loyalty.  
1.2 Research gap 
Some researchers have proposed that brand loyalty be approached from the 
relationship perspective, to address problems in traditional brand loyalty research 
(Fournier 1998; Fournier & Yao 1997), which traditionally was split between 
stochastic and deterministic views (Mellens, Dekimpe & Steenkamp 1996; Odin, 
Odin & Valette-Florence 2001). The former sees brand loyalty as a sequence of 
repurchase behaviour that is inherently inexplicable (Odin, Odin & Valette-Florence 
2001), while the latter sees it as an attitude that can be explained by either cognitive 
or affective processes (Fournier & Yao 1997; Odin, Odin & Valette-Florence 2001). 
Apart from the lack of consensus, Fournier (1998) pointed out, the 
stochastic/behavioural views of brand loyalty may only capture inertia rather than 
true loyalty. Meanwhile, attitudinal or hybrid attitudinal/behavioural views of brand 
loyalty have been argued to capture only simple attitudes, such as liking rather than 
full affective character of brand loyalty (Fournier & Yao 1997). 
To address these problems, Fournier (1998) proposed a concept of brand relationship 
quality, as a better assessment of brand relationship strength than brand loyalty. 
Brand relationship quality was defined as the strength and depth of consumer–brand 
relationships, and included six dimensions: love/passion, self-connection, 
commitment, interdependence, intimacy, and brand partner quality. These 
dimensions tap into various aspects of brand relationship strength such as cognitive 
beliefs, socio-emotive attachments, and behavioural ties (Fournier 1998). Her 
seminal work has been followed by a plethora of research seeking to examine 
empirically the concept of brand relationship quality (Fournier 2009; Sreejesh & 
Mohapatra 2014; Tsai 2011).  
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There have been other alternative approaches to assessing consumer–brand 
relationships based on an interpersonal perspective (Fetscherin & Heinrich 2014; 
Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). Some researchers have proposed an alternative 
measurement of brand relationship quality with two dimensions: two-way 
communication, referring the interactions between the consumer and the brand; and 
emotional exchange, revealing the consumer’s feelings towards the brand (Veloutsou 
2007; Veloutsou & Moutinho 2009). Other researchers have offered alternative 
conceptions of brand relationship strength, such as brand attachment (Park, CW et al. 
2010; Thomson, MacInnis & Park 2005), brand love (Albert, Merunka & Valette-
Florence 2009; Batra, Ahuvia & Bagozzi 2012), and love-marks (Roberts 2005). 
However, research in the brand love/brand attachment stream has not yet matured in 
either conceptualisation or measurement, rendering it less actionable in brand 
management practice (Tsai 2011).  
While research in the interpersonal perspective was inspired by the interactions 
between consumers and brands anthropomorphised as living entities (Fournier 2009), 
some research sought to extend relationship marketing perspective to assess 
consumer–brand relationships (Hess & Story 2005; Valta 2013). In this stream, early 
research focused on trust, commitment and satisfaction as either independent 
constructs or co-varying to represent a common source: that is, brand relationship 
quality (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005; Hess & Story 2005; Sung & 
Campbell 2009; Valta 2013). Researchers also investigated the social identity 
perspective of consumer–brand relationships, which identified brand identification as 
a determinant of consumer behaviour, such as repurchase behaviour (He, Li & Harris 
2012; Kuenzel & Halliday 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). 
The diversity of approaches to the consumer–brand relationship has made marketers 
uncertain about how to develop appropriate relationship-building strategies that will 
foster brand loyalty (Tsai 2011). Among various approaches to consumer–brand 
relationships, Fournier’s  (1998) brand relationship quality is the most influential and 
widely investigated framework (Bengtsson 2003; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014; Tsai 
2011; Xie & Heung 2012). It has been argued that the original framework is less 
practically actionable because its second-order structure implies that relationship 
4 
 
dimensions correlate to represent a common source, and influence the outcome in the 
same way (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Hair et al. 2010). As such, brand 
relationship quality as originally proposed by Fournier (1998) does not specify what 
marketers should do to build strong brand relationships; nor does it allow assessment 
of the individual contributions of its various dimensions on outcomes such as 
repurchase behaviour (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Tsai 2011).  
Literature suggests that three dimensions of brand relationship quality, namely self-
connection, partner quality and commitment, are conceptually similar with brand 
identification, brand trust, and brand loyalty respectively (Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 
2005; Kressmann et al. 2006), suggesting that brand identification, brand trust and 
brand relationship quality are important in assessing consumer–brand relationships 
(Bruhn et al. 2012; Lam et al. 2010). Several studies empirically demonstrated the 
effects of brand identification, brand trust and brand relationship quality on brand 
loyalty (e.g. Hess & Story 2005; Kressmann et al. 2006; Kuenzel & Halliday 2010). 
It was suggested that brand trust is central to all types of long-term relationship, 
while brand relationship quality denotes affect-laden relationships (Bruhn et al. 2012; 
Esch et al. 2006; Fournier 2009). From the perspective of social identity, consumers’ 
motives to develop their social identity were suggested as driving them to develop 
meaningful relationships with brands (He, Li & Harris 2012; Lam et al. 2010). 
Such consumer–brand relationships require further examination in emerging markets, 
given the call for research in these contexts (Sheth 2011). Some characteristics of 
emerging markets should be noted: fast economic growth, an emerging middle class, 
and unbranded competition (Sheth 2011), as well as increasing demand for high 
quality, conspicuous brand name products (Batra 1997; Sharma 2011). This has been 
described as the emerging middle class consumers increasingly asserting themselves 
and emphasising their social status (Jin, Chansarkar & Kondap 2006). It has been 
argued that social or emotional reasons might underlie consumers’ brand 
consciousness against unbranded consumption in emerging markets (Sheth 2011). In 
emerging markets where there has been usually characterised by unbranded 
competition, it has been suggested that marketing strategies should focus equally on 
attracting new consumers and managing long-term relationships (Sheth 2011). 
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With all the characteristics of emerging markets noted above, Vietnam presents an 
excellent opportunity for research on consumer–brand relationships. Vietnam’s gross 
income per capita grew slightly more than 26.5% over 2009–2014, and is expected to 
increase at approximately 5% annually (Euromonitor 2015a). The middle-to-upper 
class now account for about 25% of the population (Euromonitor 2015a). Rising 
income and the growth of the middle class have driven Vietnamese consumers to 
become ever more brand-conscious (Euromonitor 2014b). In the face of fierce 
competition, marketers in Vietnam have begun to recognise the need for effective 
brand strategies. They need to develop effective relationship-building strategies to 
build brand loyalty, but little research on branding has been done in the context of 
Vietnam (Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011). There is a need for further examination of 
consumer–brand relationships in Vietnam in order to understand which aspects of 
brand relationship strength marketers should focus on.   
1.3 Research purpose and questions 
The identification of the research problem and gap present an opportunity for 
research on consumer–brand relationships, as this is central to building brand loyalty 
in the emerging market context of Vietnam. The purpose of this research is to 
examine empirically the relevance of various dimensions of brand relationship in the 
context of an emerging market. 
Prior to the shift of emphasis in marketing to relationships, branding research 
focused on transactions between the brand and the consumer (Tsai 2011). It was 
empirically evident that brand loyalty is influenced directly by marketing mix 
activities or indirectly through cognitive or affective processes such as perceived 
quality or brand associations (Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 
2000). Perceived quality represents one of the two aspects of brand associations (the 
other is related to brand identification, discussed below) concerning the functional 
benefits resulting from marketing mix activities (Keller 1993; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 
2000). This research recalls the argument by Fournier (2009) that consumers develop 
relationships with brands to satisfy their needs. As such, it could be argued that 
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perceived quality represents an important foundation on which to build consumer–
brand relationships and ultimately brand loyalty.   
From the relationship perspective, as mentioned earlier, Fournier’s (1998) brand 
relationship quality is the most inclusive as it covers several aspects of brand 
relationship strength. Research has demonstrated empirically that brand relationship 
quality represents a path to brand loyalty (Huber et al. 2010; Kressmann et al. 2006; 
Park, S-Y & Lee 2005). It has also demonstrated empirically that some constructs 
such as brand identification and brand trust, related to dimensions of brand 
relationship quality such as self-connection and brand partner quality, are important 
factors that characterise consumer–brand relationships and also represent paths to 
brand loyalty (Bruhn, Eichen & Schäfer 2011; He, Li & Harris 2012; Hess & Story 
2005; Kuenzel & Halliday 2010). In addition, brand identification is concerned with 
the symbolic or self-expressive aspect of brand associations (He, Li & Harris 2012; 
Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012).  
Taken together, the following are the objectives of this research: 
First, the research aims to determine if the dimensions of consumer–brand 
relationship strength in Fournier’s (1998) concept of brand relationship quality can 
be applied to brands in in the context of Vietnam.  
Second, the research aims to investigate the effects of brand identification, trust, 
brand relationship quality, and perceived quality, on brand loyalty in the context of 
Vietnam. 
Based on these objectives, the following research questions are formed:  
RQ1: What are the effects, if any, of brand relationship and perceived quality on 
brand loyalty in the emerging market context of Vietnam?  
RQ2: To what extent do perceived quality and the various dimensions of brand 
relationship, namely, brand trust, brand identification, and brand relationship quality, 
and their interrelationships affect brand loyalty?  
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1.4 Justification of the research 
Perceived quality, brand identification, brand trust and brand relationship quality 
represent important paths to brand loyalty. Given the specific characteristics of 
emerging markets, the study of these paths will contribute to the advancement of 
theory and industry practice (Sheth 2011). This research will also contribute insights 
into the emerging market research stream, particularly with regard to consumer–
brand relationships and brand loyalty. 
From a practical standpoint, this research is significant because it offers insights that 
can inform the question, specifically of marketers in Vietnam, about how to take 
strategic marketing actions to build brand relationships best for fostering brand 
loyalty. Particularly, this research is intended to offer insights to marketers in 
Vietnam on what aspects to focus on in building consumer–brand relationships. 
These insights may help them to develop effective relationship-building strategies 
conducive to fostering brand loyalty. 
1.5 Methodology 
This study uses a mixed methods design combining qualitative and quantitative 
methods, with the latter the dominant approach. The research includes three stages: 
(1) development of a theoretical model after reviewing the relevant literature; (2) 
determining whether elements of the model are applicable in the context of consumer 
markets in Vietnam through in-depth interviews; and (3) empirically testing the 
model and hypotheses derived from the model using the survey data. In the second 
stage, in-depth interviews were conducted with seven participants, who were 
purposefully sampled, an almost even split of 20–25, 25–35 and 35–45 age groups, 
and of gender and marital status. All participants in these interviews identified with a 
fashion brand. In the quantitative stage, the theoretical model and hypotheses were 
tested using survey data collected from 400 consumers aged 18 and above who had 
bought a fashion brand in the last six months. Data input and preparation (such as 
checking for missing values) was done using the statistical software SPSS 22.0. The 
analysis was conducted following the two-step approach to structural equation 
modelling (SEM) proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). In this approach, the 
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measurement scales of the constructs in the model were first subjected to 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and then the structure model was assessed using 
the statistical software AMOS 22.0 
1.6 Delimitation of research scope 
The scope of this study was delimited in two aspects. First, it was focused on the 
relationship between consumer and brand in a specific product category (i.e. branded 
fashion clothing) in the consumer products domain. Second, it was restricted to 
Vietnam, an emerging and transitional market in Asia, as the research site for 
observation and empirical testing.  
1.7 Definitions of key terms 
For clarification purposes, Table 1-1 presents the definitions of the key constructs 
adopted in this study. Detailed conceptualisations and explanations are addressed in 
the following chapters. 
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Table 1-1. Definition of key terms adopted in this study 
Key terms Definitions 
Brand loyalty ‘the biased (i.e., non-random), behavioural response (i.e., 
purchase), expressed over time, by some decision-making 
unit, with respect to one or more alternative brands out of a 
set of such brands, and is a function of psychological 
(decision-making, evaluative) processes’ (Jacoby & Kyner 
1973, p. 2) 
Brand relationship 
quality 
‘customer-based indicator of the strength and depth of a 
person–brand relationship’ (Fournier 1994, p. 124) 
Brand trust ‘the confident expectations of the brand’s reliability and 
intentions in situations entailing risk to the consumer’ 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005, p. 574) 
Brand identification  ‘an active, selective, and volitional act motivated by the 
satisfaction of one or more self-definitional (i.e. “Who am 
I?”) needs’ (Bhattacharya & Sen 2003, p. 77). 
Perceived quality ‘the customer’s judgment of the overall excellence, esteem, 
or superiority of a brand (with respect to its intended 
purposes) relative to alternative brand(s)’ (Netemeyer et al. 
2004, p. 210). 
1.8 Structure of the thesis 
Chapter 1 provides an overview of the research, including research background; 
research gap, purpose and questions; justification of the research’s contributions and 
implications; a brief description of the methodology used; delimitation of scope; and 
definitions of key constructs.  
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature on consumer–brand relationships, 
including aspects of brand relationship strength, brand loyalty, and perceived quality, 
to explain the research gap presented in Chapter 1. The chapter introduces 
consumer–brand relationships and approaches to assessing these, particularly the 
important aspects of brand relationship strength such as brand identification, brand 
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trust and brand relationship quality. Next, the chapter discusses the concept of brand 
loyalty, particularly its distinction from other dimensions of brand relationship 
strength. The chapter ends with a discussion of perceived quality and its relevance in 
building consumer–brand relationships and ultimately brand loyalty.  
Chapter 3 presents a theoretical model integrating brand identification, brand trust 
and brand relationship quality, together with perceived quality, to explain brand 
loyalty. As well as the model, the chapter presents hypotheses derived from the 
model, and the justifications for them. 
Chapter 4 provides details of the research methodology. First the design and 
empirical context of the research are introduced. The qualitative phase of the study 
with respect to procedures, purposeful sampling and participants, and the 
interviewing process are presented, and then the quantitative phase of the study, 
including its six sections: the constructs and their measurement scales; questionnaire 
design; measures to tackle the issue of common method bias; data collection; and 
data analysis. 
Chapter 5 presents insights gained from the qualitative phase to offer a broad 
understanding of consumer–brand relationships in the Vietnamese context and to 
justify the relevance of various elements of the theoretical model to this particular 
market.  
Chapter 6 starts with a description of sample characteristics, followed by a 
description of procedures/criteria for assessing and refining measurement scales and 
the testing of multivariate normality. The main portion of the chapter provides details 
of the assessment and refinement of the measurement scales of the constructs using 
confirmatory factor analysis. 
Chapter 7 presents the results of testing the theoretical model and hypotheses 
described in Chapter 3, using structural equation modelling (SEM). The chapter also 
presents additional descriptive statistics of summated scales of the constructs in the 
research as a background for interpreting and discussing results. This chapter ends 
with a discussion of the SEM results. 
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The final chapter, Chapter 8, provides a summary of key findings and the 
conclusions drawn. The theoretical contributions and managerial implications are 
outlined before concluding with an acknowledgement of the research limitations and 
suggestions for further research. 
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Chapter 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Introduction 
Following the discussion of the research purpose and questions in Chapter 1, this 
chapter provides a review of the relevant literature on consumer–brand relationships. 
It begins with a review of the conception of consumer–brand relationships as an 
emerging research area, including the principles of consumer–brand relationships, 
and considers the current state of this research area. Next the chapter discusses the 
widely-researched brand relationship quality framework proposed by Fournier 
(1998), including its conceptualisation, applications, strengths and weaknesses. 
Taking the framework further, other literature provides evidence suggesting that 
three dimensions of brand relationship quality, brand partner quality, self-connection 
and commitment, are conceptually similar to the constructs of brand trust, brand 
identification and brand loyalty respectively. In light of this, this chapter discusses 
the role of brand relationship quality and trust as important criteria that characterise 
the strength of brand relationships, arguing that brand identification likely occurs in 
the cognitive stage and brand loyalty, as an outcome, represents the conative stage of 
consumer–brand relationships. Finally, the chapter discusses the inclusion of 
perceived quality at the brand level in this research. 
2.2 Consumer–brand relationships 
2.2.1 The conception of consumer–brand relationships 
This section describes the evolution of consumer–brand relationships, specifically 
the origin and recent knowledge of this phenomenon. In the past two decades, within 
branding literature, the concept of consumer–brand relationships has become an 
established and growing research area (Fetscherin & Heinrich 2014; Keller 2014). 
Patterson and O'Malley (2006) have explained a number of factors that have driven 
research interest in this area. Firstly, the discourse of consumer marketing has shifted 
emphasis to relationships (Patterson & O'Malley 2006; Sheth & Parvatiyar 1995a). 
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Marketers have realised that strong brand relationships have a significant impact on 
brand loyalty, and ultimately on marketing advantages and performance (Fournier, 
Breazeale & Fetscherin 2012). Indeed, even prior to the emergence of the concept of 
consumer–brand relationships, the branding literature for several decades has been 
concerned with brand loyalty (Fournier & Yao 1997), which was considered a 
relational phenomenon (Jacoby & Kyner 1973; Patterson & O'Malley 2006).  
Secondly, the evolution of consumer–brand relationships has stemmed from 
Blackston’s (1992a, 1992b) observations (Patterson & O'Malley 2006)that prior 
research on brand image and brand personality (cf. Dobni & Zinkhan 1990; Park, 
CW, Jaworski & Maclnnis 1986; Roth 1992), which once received much attention by 
marketers, failed to capture consumers’ real motivating factors, let alone predict their 
behaviour. Every consumer may share the same view of brand image, but not all of 
them will buy the brand (Blackston 1992b). Blackston (1992a) made a case for 
consumer–brand relationships when he argued that if brands can be personified (cf. 
Aaker, J 1997), then consumer–brand relationships need to be understood as ‘an 
analogue—between brand and consumer—of that complex of cognitive, affective 
and behavioural processes which constitute a relationship between two people’ (p. 
233).  
This work by Blackston (1992a, 1992b) was credited for the original development of 
consumer–brand relationships (Fetscherin & Heinrich 2014; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 
2014). Since his papers, a great deal of research has been done on consumer–brand 
relationships, including Fournier’s (1998) research proposing brand relationship 
quality as a framework for characterising and understanding consumer–brand 
relationships, just as components (dimensions) of brand relationship quality tap into 
different aspects of consumer–brand relationships. More discussion about brand 
relationship quality is presented in Section 2.2.2.  
Based on the early research in this area, Fournier (2009, 2011) identified three 
important principles of consumer–brand relationships. The first is that consumer–
brand relationships are purposive because they exist to provide meanings to help 
consumers construct their identity and achieve their goals (Fournier 2009). Brand 
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meanings and brand relationships are informed by consumers’ judgement of the 
extent to which brands resonate with their needs, based on an evaluation of 
marketing mix actions (Aggarwal 2004; Fournier 2009; MacInnis, Park & Priester 
2009). Brand relationships address these needs by providing utilitarian, symbolic and 
emotional benefits for consumers, such as helping them to solve problems, feel 
better, develop and communicate their identity, and maintain relationships with 
others (MacInnis, Park & Priester 2009).  
The second principle refers to the multiplicity of brand relationships (Fournier 2009). 
While some researchers have argued that consumer–brand relationships are of the 
exchange type based on reciprocity norms (Grönroos 1994; O'Malley & Tynan 
2000), other research suggests that consumer–brand relationships can take various 
forms such as committed partnerships, best friends, casual acquaintances, flings, or 
enslavement, that vary in levels of several dimensions (Fournier 2009). Different 
approaches have emerged to conceptualise and operationalise brand relationship 
strength, such as brand relationship quality (Fournier 1998), brand attachment/brand 
love (Park, CW, MacInnis & Priester 2008; Thomson, MacInnis & Park 2005) and 
brand identification (Dimitriadis & Papista 2010; Lam et al. 2010). However, 
research in these directions has insufficiently accounted for the variability of brand 
relationships (Fournier 2009, 2011).  
The third principle describes brand relationships as process phenomena: i.e., brand 
relationships evolve and change through developmental stages and in response to 
contextual change (Fournier 2009). It was noted that early work had largely focused 
on descriptions of consumer–brand relationships (Fournier 2009). Later, there has 
been research providing empirical support for brand relationship process phenomena 
(Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). For example, in line with Blackston’s (1992a) 
argument that consumer–brand relationships consist of cognitive, affective and 
conative aspects, research has provided empirical evidence that these aspects develop 
through a cognitive–affective–conative pattern of attitudinal development (Sreejesh 
& Mohapatra 2014). Specifically, brand attitude and satisfaction, representing the 
cognitive phase, respectively influence trust and brand attachment, representing the 
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affective phase; and that commitment, representing the conative phase, is determined 
by the trust and brand attachment of the affective phase.  
In accordance with these three principles, Fournier (2009) suggested that further 
research on consumer–brand relationships needs to consider (1) benefits provided by 
brand relationships to satisfy the needs of consumers; (2) the measurement of the 
strength of consumer–brand relationships, taking into account a more manageable 
typology of relationship forms/types; and (3) the developmental process/mechanism 
of consumer–brand relationships. Some researchers proposed ways to take into 
account (Aggarwal 2004; Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006). Some applied a more 
manageable dichotomy of relationship types, derived from social psychology 
(Aggarwal 2004; Batson 1993; Clark & Mils 1993): specifically, consumer–brand 
relationships could be either of the exchange type, driven by utilitarian/functional 
benefits; or of the communal type, socially motivated and characterised by 
feelings/emotions (Aggarwal 2004; Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006). Esch et al. 
(2006) argued that these two types of relationship cover most brand relationship 
forms identified by Fournier (1998), and that exchange relationships develop over 
time into close relationships, a strong and deep stage of the communal type of 
consumer–brand relationship.  
2.2.2 Brand relationship quality 
There has been diversity in the measurement of brand relationship strength 
(Fetscherin & Heinrich 2014), although it was acknowledged that the most seminal 
and inclusive measurement of brand relationship strength is brand relationship 
quality (Papista & Dimitriadis 2012; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). Brand 
relationship quality was defined as a ‘customer-based indicator of the strength and 
depth of a person-brand relationship’ (Fournier 1994, p. 124). Fournier (1994) 
contended that brand relationship quality reflects the intensity and viability of the 
enduring relationships between consumers and brands despite the presence of 
competing brands  
 Fournier (1998) argued that brand relationship quality is a diagnostic and 
managerially actionable tool for assessing relationship strength beyond brand loyalty 
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for two reasons: first, literature in the interpersonal field showed that the concept of 
relationship quality is the most widely-investigated construct and is capable of 
predicting relationship stability and durability; and second, brand relationship quality 
can be conceptualised as a multifaceted construct with dimensions that tap into 
various aspects of consumer–brand relationships. Fournier (2011) also argued that 
the dimensions are the bases of relationship development, and thereby marketers can 
develop relationship-building strategies to build brands by considering these 
dimensions and attending to the causes of brand relationship evolution.  
The original concept of brand relationship quality proposed by Fournier (1998) 
included six dimensions. First, love/passion refers to the consumer’s feelings of love 
towards a brand. Second, self-connection reflects the extent to which the brand 
expresses a consumers’ self-identity. Third, interdependence refers to the 
intertwining between consumer and brands emerging from frequent, diverse and 
intense interactions between them. Fourth, commitment refers to the consumers’ 
intention to maintain a relationship to the brand. Fifth, intimacy reflects the depth of 
knowledge or understanding between the consumer and the brand. Sixth, brand 
partner quality refers to the consumer’s assessment of the brand as a partner. 
Basically, Fournier (1998) assumed brand relationship quality as a second-order 
construct that accounts for all six of these dimensions. Figure 2-1 presents a 
structural model of this construct. 
 
Figure 2-1. Brand relationship quality construct 
Source: Fournier (1998, p. 366) 
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Since the inception of the concept of brand relationship quality, several researchers 
have sought to examine the model empirically (Fournier 2009; Sreejesh & 
Mohapatra 2014; Tsai 2011). With regard to the construct’s applicability, some 
authors such as O'Malley and Tynan (2001) have argued that consumer–brand 
relationships are unlikely to exist between all consumers and all brands. Other 
researchers suggested service brands might be more likely be legitimate partners 
qualifying brand relationships (Aggarwal 2004; Xie & Heung 2012). However, just 
as there is evidence that consumers can be loyal to all types of product, it can be 
argued that meaningful brand relationships exist between consumers and all types of 
daily used products (Fournier 1998; Fournier & Yao 1997). Research into consumer–
brand relationships across product and service domains, including new products and 
product extensions, has provided empirical support for the existence of relationships 
between consumers and brands (Fournier 1998; Fournier & Yao 1997; Kim, HK, Lee 
& Lee 2005; Smit, Bronner & Tolboom 2007).  
While there are alternative approaches to measuring consumer–brand relationships, 
the construct of brand relationship quality proposed by Fournier (1998) is the most 
influential and widely investigated (Bengtsson 2003; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014; 
Tsai 2011; Xie & Heung 2012). Taking the same interpersonal perspective as in 
Fournier’s (1998) research, some researchers have proposed more affective-laden 
operationalisations of brand relationship strength, such as brand attachment (Park, 
CW et al. 2010; Park, CW et al. 2009; Thomson, MacInnis & Park 2005; Whang et 
al. 2004), brand love (Albert, Merunka & Valette-Florence 2008, 2009; Batra, 
Ahuvia & Bagozzi 2012), and love-marks (Roberts 2005). However, research in this 
area has not yet matured in either conceptualisation or operational instrumentation, 
rendering it less actionable in brand management practice (Tsai 2011).  
The emergence of research on consumer–brand relationships from an interpersonal 
perspective lends empirical support to a concept of consumer–brand relationships 
that assumes that over time bonds emerge from interactions between consumers and 
personified brands (Fajer & Schouten 1995; Fournier 1994; Smit, Bronner & 
Tolboom 2007). Fournier’s brand relationship quality is more integrative as it 
captures the cognitive, affective and behavioural aspects of brand relationships, as 
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compared with the very affect-laden constructs such as brand attachment and brand 
love (Fournier 1998; Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005; Smit, Bronner & Tolboom 2007). 
From a practical perspective, Fournier’s brand relationship quality is more useful 
than brand loyalty, the core of marketing strategy, because it allows marketers to 
determine various sources of brand relationship, helping them to design brand 
marketing programs to keep consumers loyal to the brand (Fournier & Yao 1997; 
Mize & Kinney 2008).  
Fournier’s brand relationship quality also is conceptually rich, integrating different 
interpersonal theories (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008). For example, its 
interdependence dimension can be traced to interdependency theory, self-connection 
can be found in self-expansion theory, love/passion is the core concept in attraction 
theories, and commitment is central to the relationship investment model (Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). This conceptual richness is 
responsible for the increasing interest in consumer–brand relationships (Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008). The advantages of Fournier’s brand relationship quality, which 
appeared at the same time as Vietnam’s emerging market situation, makes it 
intuitively appealing and a logical framework within which to investigate the 
relationships Vietnamese consumers have with their brands.  
Nevertheless the framework proposed by Fournier (1998) is not without its 
limitations. It has been criticised for its reliance on the interpersonal perspective 
(Bengtsson 2003; Patterson & O'Malley 2006). Critics have argued that not all 
consumers in all instances interact with brands in ways that mirror human 
interactions (Bengtsson 2003). For example, at times brands cannot respond to 
individual requests from consumers, and in such circumstance consumers may see 
personalised communication as their interactions with humans instead of brands 
(Bengtsson 2003). There may also be discursive problems with the use of 
relationship metaphors such as love/passion, intimacy, and interdependence 
(Bengtsson 2003). For example, for some consumers feelings of love do not 
necessarily precede strong brand relationships because they consider such feelings 
are unique to human relationships, whereas other consumers may be unwilling to 
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acknowledge that they form relationships with brands as living entities (Bengtsson 
2003). 
Secondly, Fournier’s (1998) brand relationship quality has been noted to suffer from 
a general bias on the ‘marital’ relationship ideal, of which core drivers are 
love/passion and commitment (Fournier 2009). Indeed, Fournier (1998) implied 
brand relationships are emotional ties because love/passion is identified as the core 
of all relationships. This contradicts her earlier argument (1998) that there are 
various types of consumer–brand relationship ranging across criteria such as 
utilitarian versus emotion, voluntary versus confined, or reciprocal versus one-sided 
(Fournier 2009; Patterson & O'Malley 2006). As such hindsight reveals, the original 
concept of brand relationship quality failed to meet the first and second principles of 
consumer–brand relationships that Fournier herself proposed (2009). 
Thirdly, another limitation of the brand relationship quality construct is its lack of 
guidelines on relationship dimensions (Dimitriadis & Papista 2011; Tsai 2011). In 
one study, brand strength was operationalised as consisting of only four dimensions: 
intimacy, commitment, satisfaction and self-connection (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 
2004). Fournier’s work suggested brand relationship quality is a second-order factor 
with seven dimensions, differing from the original six in her seminal paper in that 
love and commitment converged into one dimension while there were a new 
nostalgic attachment dimension and two intimacy dimensions (consumer–brand 
intimacy and brand–consumer intimacy) instead of one (Fournier 2009). In fact, 
nostalgic attachment, which refers to the connection formed between the brand and 
earlier concept of self stored in the consumer’s memories, was a separate dimension 
in her doctoral thesis (Fournier 1994) and once converged with self-connection 
(Fournier 1998).  
Among those adopting Fournier’s (1998) brand relationship quality, quite a few 
subjected this construct in full to further empirical examination (Tsai 2011), 
including Park, S-Y and Lee (2005) and Breivik and Thorbjornsen (2008). Other 
researchers provide findings on the brand relationship quality dimensions that 
diverge from the original Fournier (1998) construct. For example, Smit, Bronner and 
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Tolboom (2007) considered the brand relationship quality to consist of two main 
dimensions, one capturing the emotional aspects consisting of passionate attachment, 
love, self-connection and nostalgic connection, and the other the behavioural and 
cognitive aspects including personal commitment, brand partner quality, trust and 
intimacy. Arguing that partner quality is conceptually similar to trust in relationship 
marketing literature, Nguyen and Nguyen (2011) replaced partner quality with trust 
as they sought to relate this construct to the relationship marketing domain. 
Some researchers adopted Fournier’s (1998) construct but with fewer dimensions. 
Thorbjørnsen et al. (2002) excluded interdependence as they applied the construct in 
the context of new offerings; their findings also omitted commitment because it was 
not discriminant with other dimensions, particularly love/passion. Applying 
Fournier’s work to brand extension, Park, J-W, Kim and Kim (2002) also excluded 
interdependence, but added nostalgic connection and trust to the construct. Monga 
(2002) employed brand relationship quality but consisting of only three dimensions, 
intimacy, interdependence and partner quality, to examine close brand relationships. 
Other researchers considered some dimensions discriminable from brand relationship 
quality. For example, Kressmann et al. (2006) did not include self-connection and 
commitment, and Huber et al. (2010) excluded self-connection and partner quality in 
their adoption of the construct. 
Other researchers proposed other modifications. Chang and Chieng (2006) adopted 
the four dimensions of love/passion, self-connection, commitment and partner 
quality while proposing two new dimensions, functional exchange (functional 
connection) and attachment (emotional connection) to measure brand relationship 
strength, referred to as brand relationship, in the retail context. Other researchers 
have argued that repeated reciprocal interactions or communication contribute to the 
development of consumer–brand relationships, thus qualifying as a dimension of 
brand relationship quality (Bruhn et al. 2012; Veloutsou 2007). In work by 
Veloutsou (2007) and Veloutsou and Moutinho (2009), consumer–brand relationship 
strength, referred to as brand relationship, was measured with two dimensions, two-
way communication and emotional exchange (the consumers’ feelings towards 
brands). However, it is questionable if interactions or communication are 
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components of brand relationship strength, given that research suggests that brand 
relationship quality is influenced by these two dimensions (Fournier 1998; 
Thorbjørnsen et al. 2002).  
Finally, Fournier’s (1998) brand relationship quality framework does not provide 
clear guidelines to its structure and the linkages between its dimensions (Dimitriadis 
& Papista 2010; Tsai 2011). Originally, Fournier (1998) assumed brand relationship 
quality as a higher-order construct that influences all its dimensions. It is empirically 
a reflective higher-order construct, of which a likely drawback is the presumption 
that all dimensions will influence any outcomes in the same way (Hair et al. 2010). 
Furthermore, it was argued, because all relationship aspects are aggregate in the 
construct, this particular structure does not properly reflect the relationship-building 
process (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008). Some research provided evidence 
supporting this second-order construct structure (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Kim, 
HK, Lee & Lee 2005; Nguyen & Nguyen 2011; Thorbjørnsen et al. 2002). Research 
has demonstrated that brand relationship quality can also be a composite or formative 
construct, acting as a consequence of its dimensions (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; 
Bruhn et al. 2012; Chang & Chieng 2006; Kressmann et al. 2006; Park, J-W, Kim & 
Kim 2002).  
The limitations pertaining to the construct’s structure illustrate that Fournier’s 
original brand relationship quality construct failed to reflect the brand relationship 
process, as required by the third principle of consumer–brand relationships (Fournier 
2009). Even at the same aggregate relationship strength, the configuration between 
emotional, cognition-supportive and behavioural dimensions may change; for 
example, passion may wane as a relationship progresses (Ahuvia, Batra & Bagozzi 
2009). Theoretically, the lack of a clearly-specified construct structure was argued to 
cause difficulties in empirically testing the model (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008). 
Researchers have called for further research on brand relationship quality to confirm 
its dimensions and the relationships between them (Dimitriadis & Papista 2011; Tsai 
2011)  
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On the practical side, Fournier’s (1998) brand relationship quality as a second-order 
construct has failed to serve as a diagnostic and actionable tool for marketers (Albert, 
Merunka & Valette-Florence 2013; Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Esch et al. 2006), 
who are uncertain whether to treat brand relationship quality dimensions equally in 
the hope that, aggregated, they will constitute strong brand relationships, or whether 
to pay attention to particular dimensions to build specific types of consumer–brand 
relationship that will best foster brand loyalty (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Tsai 
2011). Research has found that consumers now expect companies to understand the 
types of relationship they want, and respond appropriately (Avery, Fournier & 
Wittenbraker 2014). For example, consumers who look for a mere exchange may 
find companies’ efforts to build a friendship as off-putting (Avery, Fournier & 
Wittenbraker 2014). There has been a call for research into the links between brand 
relationship quality dimensions that may offer insights into the relative role of each 
dimension in outcomes such as brand loyalty (Dimitriadis & Papista 2010; Tsai 
2011). 
Some dimensions of brand relationship quality, such as self-connection, brand 
partner quality and commitment, are questionable if they are components of the 
relationship (Veloutsou & Moutinho 2009). Empirical studies have demonstrated that 
constructs that are conceptually similar to these dimensions are either antecedents or 
outcomes of brand relationship quality (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; 
Kressmann et al. 2006; Veloutsou & Moutinho 2009). Specifically, self-connection, 
brand partner quality and commitment are conceptually similar to brand 
identification/self-congruity, brand trust and brand loyalty, respectively, as has been 
revealed extensively in research (Delgado-Ballester 2004; Dimitriadis & Papista 
2011; Escalas & Bettman 2003; Hess & Story 2005; Kressmann et al. 2006). 
The distinction of the brand relationship quality dimensions has been empirically 
supported by research demonstrating that brand relationship quality is discriminable 
from brand partner quality (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Huber et al. 2010), 
self-congruity/self-congruence (Huber et al. 2010; Kressmann et al. 2006), brand 
identification (Papista & Dimitriadis 2012; Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2013), and 
brand loyalty (Kressmann et al. 2006). Some researchers have investigated brand 
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relationship quality dimensions as a set of individual antecedents of consumer 
behaviours such as purchase intention (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008); others have 
sought to establish relationships between the dimensions of brand relationship 
quality. For example, research has revealed that brand love/brand passion is 
influenced by trust and self-connection/brand identification, and can influence 
commitment (Albert & Merunka 2013; Albert, Merunka & Valette-Florence 2013). 
Some researchers have viewed consumer–brand relationships as mostly exchange 
relationships, proposing that the measurement of brand relationship strength in the 
domain of consumer products is similar to that in relationship marketing (Lee & 
Kang 2012; Valta 2013). Relationship marketing emerged from, and was believed to 
be more appropriate in, the business-to-business and service domains (Grönroos 
1994; Sheth & Parvatiyar 2002). Trust, satisfaction and commitment are central to 
relationship marketing (Crosby, Evans & Cowles 1990). The objective of 
relationship marketing is to ensure the customer’s commitment, which can only be 
achieved by a mutual exchange and fulfilment of promises, and centres on trust and 
satisfaction (Grönroos 1994; Sheth & Parvatiyar 2002). As such, Valta (2013) 
suggested these constructs can be used in the domain of consumer products to 
provide a more general measurement of consumer–brand relationship strength. 
Some research in this vein has provided evidence that satisfaction, trust and 
commitment together constitute brand relationship quality: similar to the concept of 
relationship quality in relationship marketing (Valta 2013; Vieira, Winklhofer & 
Ennew 2008). Meanwhile, other research has examined the links between these 
dimensions: trust is influenced by satisfaction and is a determinant of commitment 
(Hess & Story 2005). In this sense, trust is a core mechanism of exchange 
relationships. Both trust and commitment are keys to the measurement of brand 
relationship quality as conceived by Fournier and other researchers in the brand 
management literature (Fournier 1998; Nguyen & Nguyen 2011; Park, J-W, Kim & 
Kim 2002; Smit, Bronner & Tolboom 2007). It is likely that dimensions of the brand 
relationship quality other than trust and commitment may be the fundamental criteria 
characterising communal relationships. 
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There has been empirical research modelling the interrelation of three constructs, 
satisfaction, trust and brand attachment, to measure both exchange and communal 
types of consumer–brand relationships (Esch et al. 2006). Brand attachment in Esch 
et al.’s study characterises close relationships, and includes the dimensions of 
love/passion and self-connection to measure the socio-emotional strength of 
consumer–brand relationships (Fournier 1998; Thomson, MacInnis & Park 2005). 
Other research has empirically examined this attachment aspect of relationship 
strength under another construct label, emotional closeness or bond, including 
love/passion, intimacy, interdependence and self-connection (Bruhn, Eichen & 
Schäfer 2011). Again it is worth noting that research has suggested self-connection is 
conceptually similar to brand identification or self-congruity, and precedes brand 
relationship quality (Kressmann et al. 2006; Papista & Dimitriadis 2012).  
Fournier (1994) argued that interdependence, intimacy and love/passion together 
capture emotional closeness or bond and denote the relationship development stage, 
which is closest to relationship outcomes such as brand loyalty, but later she claimed 
that consumer–brand relationships are means to outcomes, and not outcomes 
(Fournier 2009). In a sense, brand relationship quality at the emotionally close level 
probably manifests brand relationship strength and depth, which are most conducive 
to brand loyalty. In addition, it has been argued that the aspect of emotional 
closeness in brand relationship quality characterises the communal type of brand 
relationship that is socially motivated or results from lasting exchange relationships 
(Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006). Thus, brand relationship quality comprises 
love/passion, intimacy and interdependence, and represents a stage that immediately 
precedes brand loyalty. 
Instead of examining all aspects of brand relationship strength within one second-
order construct, this research follows prior research (e.g. Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 
2004; Huber et al. 2010; Kressmann et al. 2006) to examine brand relationship 
quality as distinct from three other aspects of brand relationship strength. 
Specifically, self-connection, brand partner quality and commitment were excluded 
from brand relationship quality in order to ensure a conceptual distinction between it 
and other relationship constructs such as brand identification, brand trust and brand 
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loyalty. The brand relationship quality, even prior the exclusion of the three 
dimensions as mentioned above, is inherently of an affective nature (Fournier 1998). 
In arguing for the distinction between brand trust and brand relationship quality, this 
research is able to take into account the required considerations with respect to the 
dichotomy of brand relationship types and respective measurements of brand 
relationship strength as mentioned in Section 2.2.1 (Aggarwal 2004; Bruhn et al. 
2012; Fournier 2009). In addition, the distinction of brand identification, brand trust 
and brand loyalty from brand relationship quality allows this research address a 
practical limitation of the original second-order construct structure, as discussed 
earlier, with regard to which aspects of brand relationship marketers should focus on 
to build brand loyalty (Tsai 2011).  
Furthermore, most empirical research on brand relationship quality has been 
conducted in developed market contexts, predominantly Western (Aaker, J, Fournier 
& Brasel 2004; Albert & Merunka 2013; Fournier 1998; Huber et al. 2010; Park, J-
W, Kim & Kim 2002; Park, S-Y & Lee 2005; Thorbjørnsen et al. 2002). Among 
these, some research examined brand relationship quality as an outcome (Aaker, J, 
Fournier & Brasel 2004; Chang & Chieng 2006; Mize & Kinney 2008; Thorbjørnsen 
et al. 2002), and others examined it as a predictor of relationship outcomes, including 
brand loyalty, repurchase intention and actions to support brands (Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008; Huber et al. 2010; Kressmann et al. 2006; Park, J-W, Kim & 
Kim 2002; Park, S-Y & Lee 2005). Given the above discussion and the research 
background presented in Chapter 1, there is a need to examine the relationships 
between brand relationship quality and other relationship constructs in the context of 
an emerging market such as Vietnam.  
2.2.3 Brand trust 
Embracing Fournier’s (1998) work on consumer–brand relationships, some 
researchers added that understanding consumer–brand relationships requires analysis 
of their main ingredient: consumers’ trust in brands (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-
Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003). Blackston (1992b) emphasised trust as an important 
component of consumer–brand relationships. Prior to the shift to relationship-
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oriented brand management, little research attention had been paid to trust in the 
brand domain (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001). Delgado-Ballester and 
Munuera-Alemán (2001) stated reasons for the relevance of trust in the brand 
domain: brands can be personified; marketing mix programs can be deemed as a 
brand’s action in its role as a relational partner; and brands and brand relationships 
serve consumers’ needs and goals.  
It has been argued that brand trust is conceptually similar to brand partner quality 
(Nguyen & Nguyen 2011). Indeed, brand partner quality has been defined as the 
evaluation of the brand’s performance in its partnership role, such as brand reliability 
and intentions to meet obligations (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Fournier 
1998). These evaluations are key aspects of the construct domain of brand trust 
found in the literature (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003; 
Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005). Based on the consistency of the notion of partner quality 
with the construct domain of trust, some researchers have replaced partner quality 
with trust as a dimension of brand relationship quality (Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005; 
Nguyen & Nguyen 2011). Research provides evidence that the partner quality 
tapping into aspects of trust is discriminable from brand relationship quality (Aaker, 
J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Huber et al. 2010).  
Just as trust has been widely investigated as a measurement of the strength of 
exchange relationships, this research follows prior research to refer to brand trust 
instead of brand partner quality (Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005; Nguyen & Nguyen 
2011; Valta 2013). Drawing on research in social psychology and marketing, 
Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2005, p. 188) defined brand trust as ‘the 
confident expectations of the brand’s reliability and intentions’. This definition 
parallels the research of Morgan and Hunt (1994) referring to trust as the confidence 
one has in an exchange partner. The similarity emphasises the importance of the 
confidence that a consumer has in a brand, resulting from the belief that the brand is 
reliable and has good intentions for the consumer’s interests and welfare (Delgado-
Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003). The literature proposes several 
qualities associated with a brand’s calibre in its partner role: consistency, 
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competence, integrity, honesty, benevolence, and altruism, to name a few (Delgado-
Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Hess & Story 2005).  
Research mostly converges on categorising those qualities into brand reliability and 
brand intentions (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003; Hess 
& Story 2005). The first is related to the assumption that the brand is able to fulfil the 
consumer’s needs and offer constant quality (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & 
Yagüe-Guillén 2003); the second is concerned with the belief that marketing actions 
on behalf of the brand takes advantage of the consumer, who may be vulnerable in 
the contexts of buying and consumption (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & 
Yagüe-Guillén 2003). This dimension refers to the consumer’s inferences about 
whether the marketer’s actions on behalf of the brand are intended to break the brand 
promise, or if there is an intention to help when problems arise (Delgado-Ballester & 
Munuera-Alemán 2001). 
In terms of dimensionality, only some researchers explicitly mentioned 
dimensions/aspects (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Hess & Story 2005). For example, 
Hess and Story (2005) viewed brand trust as including brand reliability and altruism. 
Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) suggested that brand trust included brand reliability 
and honesty. Despite efforts to decompose trust components, most of these studies 
revealed trust as a unidimensional construct (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Hess & 
Story 2005; Moorman, Deshpandé & Zaltman 1993; Morgan & Hunt 1994). Other 
researchers viewed brand trust as a unidimensional concept (Esch et al. 2006; Valta 
2013). 
Other researchers defined brand trust as ‘the willingness of the average consumer to 
rely on the ability of the brand to perform its stated function’ (Chaudhuri & 
Holbrook 2001, p. 82). This definition is similar to that of Moorman, Deshpandé and 
Zaltman (1993), which emphasises behavioural intention: that is, willingness. 
However, it is argued that the behavioural intention to rely on a partner is implicit in 
the confidence that one can rely on the partner, because one is not genuinely 
confident unless one is willing (Morgan & Hunt 1994). Morgan and Hunt (1994) 
argued that willingness to rely should be viewed as an outcome (or alternatively a 
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potential indicator) of trust, and not as a part of how one defines it (Morgan & Hunt 
1994). Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001) also focus on beliefs in a positive outcome: 
that is, the performance of a brand in its stated function. Indeed, it deems such a 
focus redundant because the consumer can expect positive outcomes, that the brand 
will meet the consumer’s expectation, and can be confidently relied upon (Morgan & 
Hunt 1994).  
The conceptualisation of trust proposed by Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán 
(2005) is adopted in this research. Other research provides evidence suggesting that 
trust is a key differentiator of different types of relationship. For example, empirical 
studies have revealed that trust is central to exchange relationships (Hess, Story & 
Danes 2011; Valta 2013). It has also suggested that trust is lacking in short-term 
brand relationships such as brand flings, in which the consumer expects novelty and 
excitement and suspends rational thinking (Avery & Fournier 2012; Avery, Fournier 
& Wittenbraker 2014). Research also has provided evidence that trust characterises 
close brand relationships over time, as well as communal types of brand relationship 
(Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006; Hess & Story 2005). As such, trust is affective-
based and an important aspect of all brand relationships. 
Research has also provided empirical evidence supporting brand trust as a 
determinant of commitment (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Hess & 
Story 2005), brand loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Delgado-Ballester & 
Munuera-Alemán 2005; He, Li & Harris 2012) or repurchase intention (Esch et al. 
2006). Like brand relationship quality, most research has been done in the context of 
developed markets, predominantly Western (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Delgado-
Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005; Esch et al. 2006; He, Li & Harris 2012; Hess & 
Story 2005). Given the above discussions and the research background in Chapter 1, 
there is a need to examine the relationships between brand trust and brand loyalty, as 
well as between brand trust and other relationship constructs, in the context of an 
emerging market like Vietnam. 
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2.2.4 Brand identification  
In sociological  perspective, it was posited that consumers establish a sense of self 
and use brands to express and enhance their identities (Belk 1988). Self-connection 
indicates the amount that a brand contributes to a consumer’s identity (Fournier 
1998; Swaminathan, Page & Gurhan-Canli 2007). Consumers are attracted by brand 
identities that match their self-concept (Swaminathan, Page & Gurhan-Canli 2007). 
In a sense, self-connection is the perceived sameness between the consumer and the 
brand, and is conceptually similar to the widely researched concept of self-
congruity/self-congruence that refers to the matching between the consumer’s self-
concept and the brand image (identity) (Huber et al. 2010; Kressmann et al. 2006; 
Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2013). It has been noted that some researchers from this 
perspective label self-connection as brand identification (Bruner 2009; Tuškej, Golob 
& Podnar 2013). 
More recently, attention has been paid to research explicitly referring to brand 
identification, and based on social identity theory in social psychology (He, Li & 
Harris 2012; Kuenzel & Halliday 2010; Papista & Dimitriadis 2012; Tuškej, Golob 
& Podnar 2013). Social identity theory postulates that people define their self by 
their connections with social groups or categories (Tajfel & Turner 1979). This 
theory is applicable in the consumer–brand context where, in one sense of its 
theoretical foundation, consumers see themselves belonging to a brand representing a 
group of consumers of the brand, but need not overtly interact with them (Kuenzel & 
Halliday 2008; Lam et al. 2010). Thus, brand identification is also viewed as the 
degree to which the brand expresses and enhances the consumer’s identity (Kim, CK, 
Han & Park 2001).  
Also according to social identity theory, identification is active, selective, and 
volitional on the consumers’ part (Bhattacharya & Sen 2003). Consumers define 
their self according to social identities ascribed to or abstracted from a brand (Escalas 
& Bettman 2003). Thus, brand identification can be conceptualised as ‘an active, 
selective, and volitional act motivated by the satisfaction of one or more self-
definitional (i.e., “Who am I?”) needs’ (cf. Bhattacharya & Sen 2003, p. 77).  
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It has been argued that the psychological approach is more insightful in informing 
the identity perspective of consumer–brand relationships for various reasons. Firstly, 
brand identification is clearly conceived as a psychological perception. More simply, 
brand identification is the consumer’s perceived oneness with or belongingness to a 
brand (Kuenzel & Halliday 2010); or the degree of overlapping between the 
consumer’s and the brand’s identity (Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006). Secondly, to 
identify with a brand the consumer need only perceive him/herself intertwined with 
its fate (Kuenzel & Halliday 2008). This implies that brand identification can occur 
even in those who have not yet experienced the brand (He, Li & Harris 2012); as 
such, brand identification has been argued to be a cognitive construct (Dimitriadis & 
Papista 2011). Thirdly, it has been theoretically and empirically demonstrated that 
brand identification may lead to consumer behaviour such as brand loyalty or 
commitment (Kuenzel & Halliday 2010; Lam et al. 2010; Zhou et al. 2012).  
Most research on brand identification has been conducted in developed markets, 
predominantly Western (He, Li & Harris 2012; Kim, CK, Han & Park 2001; Kuenzel 
& Halliday 2008, 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). Research on brand 
identification in an Asian emerging market is limited. One study in China indicated 
that brand identification influences brand attachment, a measure of emotional bond 
mentioned earlier, and brand loyalty (Zhou et al. 2012). Given the above discussion 
and the research background in Chapter 1, there is a need to examine the 
relationships between brand identification and brand loyalty as well as between 
brand identification and other relationship constructs, in the context of an emerging 
market like Vietnam. 
2.3 Brand loyalty as an outcome of consumer–brand relationships 
Brand loyalty has received much attention from researchers and practitioners for 
decades (Mellens, Dekimpe & Steenkamp 1996). It helps consumers simplify the 
buying process while giving companies advantages such as reducing marketing costs 
and capitalising on brand equity (Kabiraj & Shanmugan 2011; Rundle-Thiele & 
Bennett 2001). There is evidence that the cost of attracting a new customer is about 
six times higher than the cost of retaining an old one (Mellens, Dekimpe & 
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Steenkamp 1996). Brand-loyal consumers are willing to pay higher prices and are 
less price sensitive (Mellens, Dekimpe & Steenkamp 1996). Brand loyalty also 
brings other advantages, such as favourable word-of-mouth and greater consumer 
resistance to competitive strategies (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Kabiraj & 
Shanmugan 2011).  
Traditionally there are two main approaches to brand loyalty (Bandyopadhyay & 
Martell 2007; Kabiraj & Shanmugan 2011). The first, referred as the stochastic 
approach, views brand loyalty as a behaviour operationalised in terms of repeat 
purchase, or purchase frequency, or share of purchase (Ehrenberg, Goodhardt & 
Barwise 1990; Odin, Odin & Valette-Florence 2001). Critics of this approach have 
argued that this notion of brand loyalty implies inertia rather loyalty, and that the 
approach does not provide an adequate explanation of brand loyalty (Kabiraj & 
Shanmugan 2011); so it is difficult for marketers to influence repeat purchase 
behaviour as they cannot identify the actual cause of brand loyalty (Odin, Odin & 
Valette-Florence 2001) 
The second approach, referred as deterministic, posits that brand loyalty can be 
explained by a limited number of factors. Brand loyalty is viewed as an attitude 
comprising measures such as preference, commitment, buying intention, and 
recommendation willingness (Bloemer, Josée, Ruyter & Wetzels 1999; Gounaris & 
Stathakopoulos 2004; Kabiraj & Shanmugan 2011; Oliver 1999). This conception 
gives insight into the motivations behind consumers’ choices (Mellens, Dekimpe & 
Steenkamp 1996), but is criticised for its reliance on consumer declaration rather 
than on observed behaviour (Odin, Odin & Valette-Florence 2001). Researchers have 
also pointed out that this approach fails to capture the emotional nuances of brand 
loyalty (Fournier & Yao 1997) and may not take into account situational factors that 
are known to influence actual purchases (Mellens, Dekimpe & Steenkamp 1996).  
In investigating repeat purchase behaviour, researchers have acknowledged the 
existence of a law-like phenomenon called double jeopardy (Bandyopadhyay & 
Gupta 2004), a term used to express the twin disadvantages suffered by a brand with 
a smaller market share: it has fewer buyers and is purchased less frequently 
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(Ehrenberg, Goodhardt & Barwise 1990). Research has indicated that double 
jeopardy operates at the attitudinal level (Dall'Olmo Riley et al. 1997). Specifically, 
brands with smaller shares attract less brand favourability or consistency of brand 
attitude over time (Bandyopadhyay, Gupta & Dube 2005); however, it is worth 
noting that it is normal for a small brand to attract somewhat less loyalty and yet to 
survive (Ehrenberg, Goodhardt & Barwise 1990). It has been suggested that double 
jeopardy may be considered a background to strategic options to increase or defend 
sales (Ehrenberg, Goodhardt & Barwise 1990).  
Reconciling these two approaches to brand loyalty, some researchers have proposed 
brand loyalty as a combination of both attitude and behaviour, to determine the 
presence (or lack) of loyalty (Dick & Basu 1994; Gounaris & Stathakopoulos 2004; 
Kabiraj & Shanmugan 2011; Odin, Odin & Valette-Florence 2001). Jacoby and 
Kyner (1973) were first to propose a composite concept of brand loyalty:   
(1) the biased (i.e., nonrandom), (2) behavioural response (i.e., purchase), (3) 
expressed over time, (4) by some decision-making unit, (5) with respect to 
one or more alternative brands out of a set of such brands, and (6) is a 
function of psychological (decision-making, evaluative) processes. (p. 2) 
Some researchers have distinguished two aspects of brand loyalty, attitudinal and 
behavioural; and have investigated the impact of the former on the latter (Russell-
Bennett, McColl-Kennedy & Coote 2007). Others have examined brand loyalty as 
the strength of the attitude–behaviour relationship (Bandyopadhyay & Martell 2007; 
Dick & Basu 1994). However, the view of brand loyalty as an attitude–behaviour 
relationship has attracted criticism for focusing on utilitarian decision marketing 
(Fournier 1998). Research suggests that brand loyalty is driven not only by perceived 
value but by relational benefits such as social affiliation and self-expression (Hess & 
Story 2005).  
Some researchers have decomposed the attitude structure and proposed a framework 
of brand loyalty comprising four sequential stages: cognitive loyalty (beliefs), 
affective loyalty (liking), conative loyalty (commitment or behavioural intention) and 
action loyalty (readiness to act) (Oliver 1999). Brand loyalty was theorised to 
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develop through these stages, with the conative stage implying commitment or 
behavioural intention (Evanschitzky & Wunderlich 2006; Oliver 1999). Oliver 
(1999) referred to brand loyalty as  
a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronise preferred product/service 
consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same-
brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts 
having the potential to cause the switching behaviour. (p. 34) 
Similarly, some researchers viewed brand loyalty as reflecting some sort of 
relationship commitment (Akbar & Parvez 2009; Morgan & Hunt 1994; Yoo, 
Donthu & Lee 2000). Research in this respect has noted that true brand loyalty exists 
only when consumers affirm their allegiance to the brand through adoration and 
unfailing commitment (Oliver 1999), although this argument is criticised for ignoring 
consumers’ brand portfolio, within which loyalty is expressed, and consequently for 
dismissing the importance of the dynamic interaction between brand and consumer 
(Fournier & Yao 1997).  
More recently there has been a move to a relationship-building approach to brand 
loyalty (Tsai 2011). This relational perspective reflects a shift of emphasis from 
transaction to relationship in marketing and brand management (Leahy 2011; 
O’Malley 2014), and criticises the conceptualisation and operationalisation of brand 
loyalty in prior research for its bias towards committed, affect-laden relationships, 
and its neglect of other possible types of relationship between consumers and brands 
(Fournier & Yao 1997). Initially, Fournier and Yao (1997) suggested that brand 
loyalty, in the sense of commitment, could be encompassed in a consumer–brand 
relationship. Subsequently, Fournier (2005) proposed that brand loyalty manifests the 
behavioural phase of consumer–brand relationships and refers to consumers’ 
commitment or desire to take actions such as repurchase or brand recommendation. 
Fournier (2009) acknowledged brand loyalty as distinct from brand relationship 
quality. 
Given the above discussion and the research background presented in Chapter 1, 
there is a need to examine brand loyalty as an outcome of relationship constructs 
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such as brand identification, brand trust and brand relationship quality, in the context 
of an emerging market such as Vietnam.  
2.4 Perceived quality as antecedent of consumer–brand relationships 
Earlier sections have discussed aspects of consumer–brand relationships. 
Theoretically, the assumption behind consumer–brand relationships is the role of 
brand as an active relational partner (Fournier 1998). In this regard, marketing mix 
activities and branding decisions are construed as actions taken on behalf of the 
brand (Aaker, J & Fournier 1995). However, it is agreed that not all consumers want 
a strong and deep relationship and some prefer transactional exchanges (Avery, 
Fournier & Wittenbraker 2014; O'Malley & Tynan 2000). Literature reveals 
marketing mix activities as the predominant approach to transactional exchanges 
(Leahy 2011; Pels 1999).  
Research in the consumer market domain has found that marketing mix and 
relationship-building efforts work in tandem, with the former being tactical and the 
base for long-term relationship development (Coviello et al. 2002; Dimitriadis & 
Papista 2011; O'Malley & Tynan 2000). From a managerial perspective, this raises 
the need to understand and incorporate the role of marketing mix in building 
consumer–brand relationships. Branding literature suggests that the implementation 
of marketing mix actions is one of several branding pillars (Keller 2013). Some 
researchers have suggested that research should include marketing mix variables 
such as product quality, product availability (distribution) and price in the 
investigation of consumer–brand relationships (Dimitriadis & Papista 2011).  
Indeed, prior research has provided empirical evidence indicating that perceived 
quality is a mediator of managerial efforts manifested in marketing mix activities to 
enhance brand loyalty (Tong & Hawley 2009). In addition, brand management 
literature has suggested that perceived quality and brand associations, both 
components of the measurement of brand equity or brand strength, are often 
investigated for their ability to influence brand loyalty (Aaker, DA 1996). At the 
brand level, perceived quality is the consumer’s judgement of the overall excellence 
and superiority of a brand relative to alternatives (Netemeyer et al. 2004; Yoo, 
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Donthu & Lee 2000). Research has revealed that perceived quality is highly 
associated with, and so can be a surrogate variable for brand associations (Aaker, DA 
1996). Perceptions of brand quality are related to the utilitarian motivations in 
consumer–brand relationships (Ashworth, Dacin & Thomson 2009). Given the above 
discussion and the research background presented in Chapter 1, there is a need to 
examine the relationships between perceived quality and other relationship constructs 
in the context of an emerging market such as Vietnam.  
Based on the findings of this literature review, the purpose of this research is to 
examine empirically aspects of brand relationships strength as they are applied in the 
context of Vietnam. 
2.5 Summary 
In past decades, the study of consumer–brand relationships has grown into an 
established and growing research area (Fetscherin & Heinrich 2014). Three 
principles of consumer–brand relationships have been drawn in the research: (1) 
consumer–brand relationships are purposive; (2) consumer–brand relationships are 
multiplex; and (3) consumer–brand relationships are process phenomena (Fournier 
2009). As such, it has been suggested further research on consumer–brand 
relationships needs to consider (1) the benefits provided by brand relationships to 
satisfy the needs of consumers; (2) the measurement of the strength of consumer–
brand relationships, taking into account various forms/types of relationship; and (3) 
the development process/mechanism of consumer–brand relationships (Fournier 
2009).  
A widely researched measurement of brand relationship strength is the concept of 
brand relationship quality proposed by Fournier (1998). Originally this was proposed 
as a second-order construct with six dimensions: self-connection, love/passion, 
intimacy, partner quality, interdependence and commitment (Fournier 1998). While 
much research has been devoted to this concept, consensus on its dimensions and 
structure is still lacking (Tsai 2011). In particular, the lack of consensus on the 
linkages between the dimensions of brand relationship quality has caused difficulty 
with practical application. Some dimensions, such as self-connection, brand partner 
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quality and commitment, have been indicated in research to be conceptually similar 
to independent constructs like brand identification, brand trust and brand loyalty, 
respectively (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Dimitriadis & Papista 2011; 
Kressmann et al. 2006; Nguyen & Nguyen 2011). Johns (2006) pointed out that the 
context may subtly or strongly affect the research results. As such, researching 
concepts like brand loyalty or brand relationships which evolves in response to 
contextual change (Fournier 2009; Kumar & Advani 2005). 
In his call for research in the context of emerging markets to advance marketing 
theory as well as maintain managerial relevance, (Burgess & Steenkamp 2006; Sheth 
2011; Tsui 2004) suggested attention should be paid to not only big emerging 
markets such as China or India but also smaller ones such as Vietnam. Limited 
research on brand relationships has been done in line with this call (Nguyen & 
Nguyen 2011). For example, the study of  Kumar and Advani (2005) conducted in 
India demonstrated brand trust as one emerging driver of brand loyalty, in addition to 
traditionally-researched drivers such as functional benefits or price consciousness. A 
recent research in Indian banking service context revealed trust affects emotional 
attachment – as reviewed earlier as part of brand relationship quality – and emotional 
attachment in turn influences brand loyalty (Levy & Hino 2016). Another a cross-
cultural comparison research done in a big emerging market (India) versus a Western 
market (United States) examined the relative influences of brand trust and brand 
affect on brand loyalty of jeans brands (Bennur & Jin 2016). In another big emerging 
market, China, brand identification was examined as influencing brand attachment, a 
measure of emotional bond mentioned earlier, and brand loyalty of car brands (Zhou 
et al. 2012).  
In the context of smaller emerging markets, one study on brand relationship quality 
by Nguyen and Nguyen (2011) has been done in Vietnam, the same emerging market 
context with this study. Nonetheless, Nguyen and Nguyen (2011) examined brand 
relationship quality as an outcome that adopted of Fournier’s (1998) original brand 
relationship quality with one modification: brand partner quality was replaced by 
trust as a dimension of brand relationship quality. Another research in the context of 
Thailand and Vietnam examined traditional path to brand loyalty, which is a 
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consequence of marketing elements such as advertising and distribution density 
(Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011). Echoing Fournier’s (2009) suggestion that research 
on consumer – brand relationships moves into new phase focusing on practical 
implication and given the state of research in emerging market contexts as discussed 
above, this would be an opportunity not only to address not only the relevant issue of 
contextualisation for academic research but also to provide useful insights for 
marketing practitioners. As mentioned in the background in chapter 1, Vietnam 
represents an appropriate research opportunity. Given the scant research on branding 
and consumer–brand relationships in the emerging market context of Vietnam, this 
research will undertake an empirical examination of the various aspects of brand 
relationship strength as they are applied in the context of Vietnam. 
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Chapter 3 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
3.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter reviewed the literature related to consumer–brand relationships, 
especially brand relationship quality, revealing gaps requiring further empirical 
examination on the links between brand relationship quality and other relational 
constructs: brand trust, brand identification and brand loyalty. This chapter presents 
the development of the theoretical framework (Figure 3-1) and hypotheses to be 
tested in an effort to answer the research questions and address the research gaps. 
First it presents the framework of the research stages as the basis for the study’s 
model and hypotheses, and then discusses the hypotheses deriving from the 
framework.  
3.2 Consumer brand relationships framework 
In order to devise a framework incorporating the relationship constructs discussed in 
Chapter 2, it is worth noting that in his conception, Blackston (1992a, p. 231) defined 
consumer–brand relationships as ‘the interaction between consumers’ attitudes 
towards the brand, and the brand’s “attitudes” towards the consumer’. Of this 
interaction, part is the consumer’s attitudes, which are ‘summary judgements and 
overall evaluations of any brand-related information’ of marketing programs (Keller 
2003, p. 596). Other researchers have termed these brand associations, which include 
perceived quality (Aaker, DA 1996). The other part is the brand’s ‘attitudes’, which 
basically reflect the consumer’s perceptions of the ways that marketing mix activities 
enacted on behalf of brand affect the consumer (Bengtsson 2003; Blackston 1992a). 
More simply, consumer–brand relationships include how consumers see a brand as it 
is, and what they see the brand, through marketing mix actions, has done to them. As 
such, the concept of consumer–brand relationships is indeed attitudinal on the 
consumers’ part. 
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Blackston (1992a) pointed to the existence of cognitive, affective and behavioural 
processes which, taken together, constitute consumer–brand relationships. Branding 
research has examined consumers’ attitudes towards brands as comprising cognitive, 
affective and conative (or behavioural) stages within a traditional structure of attitude 
development (Evanschitzky & Wunderlich 2006; Oliver 1999). For example, Oliver 
(1999) maintained that consumers develop brand loyalty, which is viewed as an 
attitude, at each attitudinal phase in a cognitive (belief)–affective (affect)–conative or 
behavioural (intention) pattern (cf. Ajzen 1989). Sreejesh and Mohapatra (2014) 
adopted this structure and argued that consumer–brand relationships develop through 
these sequential stages, also termed relationship establishment, relationship 
augmentation, and relationship maintenance stage. On the practical side, research by 
a management consulting services company, Accenture, across different product 
categories, has provided evidence that supports the idea of a framework comprising 
three sequential stages, affinity with brand intimate relationship, and brand loyalty, 
in a cognitive–affective–conative pattern (Nebel & Blattberg 1999).  
Recalling Fournier’s (2009) suggestion for further examination of the process of the 
consumer–brand relationship and the discussion of relationship constructs in Chapter 
2, this research adopts the cognitive–affective–conative pattern as the underlying 
structure for its theoretical framework. Specifically, the cognitive stage is 
represented by consumers’ strong positive beliefs about a brand based on their own 
experience of or vicarious knowledge about it (Oliver 1999; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 
2014). Keller (1993) distinguished two type of brand attribute. One, which is beliefs 
about product-related attributes and functional or experiential benefits, is noted to 
resemble the perceived quality construct that was mentioned in Chapter 2 (Keller 
1993; Zeithaml 1988). The other is beliefs about non-product-related attributes and 
symbolic benefits that allow consumers to express their self (Keller 1993). Recalling 
the discussion in Chapter 2 about brand identification as a cognitive construct that 
refers to the perceived oneness with or belongingness to a brand, it becomes 
understandable that Lam, Ahearne and Schillewaert (2012) argued that the brand 
identification construct captures a symbolic aspect of brand attitudes. Thus, 
perceived quality and brand identification can be deemed to qualify as constructs in 
the cognitive stage of consumer–brand relationships. 
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Next, the affective stage is characterised by strong favourable attitudes toward the 
brand, which are thoughts and feelings about it based on the cumulative evaluations 
of the first stage (Oliver 1999; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). At this stage, consumers 
develop brand trust and subsequently brand attachment (Sreejesh & Mohapatra 
2014). In previous studies, brand attachment was defined as the strength of the 
emotional bond between consumers and brands, and included self-connection and 
love/passion (Albert, Merunka & Valette-Florence 2009; Smit, Bronner & Tolboom 
2007). Some researchers referred to the emotional bond with another construct label, 
emotional closeness, and operationalised this concept as including self-connection, 
love/passion, intimacy and interdependence (Bruhn et al. 2012). 
However, research has suggested that self-connection is conceptually similar to 
brand identification (Dimitriadis & Papista 2011; Papista & Dimitriadis 2012), which 
occurs in the cognitive stage. As discussed in Chapter 2, brand relationship quality, 
including love/passion, intimacy and interdependence, indeed captures emotional 
closeness or bond (Fournier 1994). Therefore, the exclusion of self-connection from 
the emotional bond would allow this research to make a conceptual delineation 
between brand relationship quality and brand identification. In this research brand 
relationship quality manifests the emotional bond. Thus it can be argued that the 
affective relationship stage is characterised by brand trust and brand relationship 
quality, the two affective constructs that were also discussed in Chapter 2.  
Finally, the conative stage is viewed as a deeper level of consumer–brand 
relationship, as in this stage the consumer is inclined to maintain the relationship 
with a brand, demonstrated by brand commitment and behavioural intention 
(Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). It is noteworthy that Sreejesh and Mohapatra (2014) 
followed Oliver (1999) in distinguishing the conative stage from the action stage, 
with the latter termed either the  action stage that take into account readiness to 
overcome obstacles in order to repurchase. Nonetheless, existing research often 
included items indicating behavioural intention amid obstacles in the 
operationalisation of brand commitment or brand loyalty (Beatty & Kahle 1988; 
Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). Following those studies, this research considers the 
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conative and behavioural/action stages proposed by Sreejesh and Mohapatra (2014) 
as a single stage, characterised by brand loyalty.  
3.3 Hypotheses development 
The theoretical framework is shown in Figure 3-1. To explain the theoretical 
framework, the chapter first argues that brand loyalty derives from brand relationship 
quality (Section 3.3.1), brand trust (Section 3.3.2) and brand identification (Section 
3.3.3), as well as perceived quality (Section 3.3.4). The chapter delineates the 
linkages between relational constructs, specifically establishing that brand trust 
affects brand relationship quality (Section 3.3.5) and that brand identification affects 
both brand relationship quality (Section 3.3.6) and brand trust (Section 3.3.7). 
Finally, this chapter put forth hypotheses regarding the effects of perceived quality 
on brand trust (Section 3.3.8) and brand identification (Section 3.3.9).  
 
Figure 3-1. Theoretical framework developed for this research 
3.3.1 The effects of brand relationship quality on brand loyalty 
As discussed earlier, in this research brand loyalty captures the conative/behavioural 
elements of consumers’ processes of attitudinal development. Some researchers have 
divided brand loyalty into stages such as cognitive, affective, conative and action 
loyalty (Evanschitzky et al. 2006; Oliver 1999). Cognitive and affective loyalty are 
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concerned with brand beliefs and affect respectively, and these are related to other 
relationship constructs in the cognitive and affective stages of consumer–brand 
relationships (Oliver 1999; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). In order to conceptually 
delineate brand loyalty from other relationship constructs in the cognitive and 
affective stages of consumer–brand relationships, in this research brand loyalty refers 
to behavioural intention or a brand-specific commitment to repurchase (Fournier 
2005; Oliver 1999). 
Brand loyalty refers to the consumers’ biased brand-specific behavioural responses 
over time, resulting from psychological processes (Jacoby & Kyner 1973). The 
research of Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman (1996) revealed that loyalty responses 
(intentions) not only include intention to repurchase a brand but also to say good 
things about and recommend it. Other researchers have emphasised that statements 
of preference or repurchase intention are insufficient to define brand loyalty, and 
have suggested that brand loyalty is most adequately represented by attitudinal 
statements of commitment (Beatty & Kahle 1988; Jacoby & Chestnut 1978). For a 
long time brand loyalty was viewed as brand commitment (Yoo, Donthu & Lee 
2000) or as conceptually similar to brand loyalty (Beatty & Kahle 1988; Kressmann 
et al. 2006). Following Beatty and Kahle (1988) and Zeithaml, Berry and 
Parasuraman (1996), brand loyalty in this research is manifested by biased responses, 
including not only statements of commitment but also behavioural intentions (Beatty 
& Kahle 1988; Zeithaml, Berry & Parasuraman 1996).  
As also discussed in Chapter 2, brand relationship quality in this research comprises 
intimacy, love/passion and interdependence, and refers to the strength and depth of 
consumer–brand relationships as originally defined by Fournier (1994). By strength, 
brand relationship quality is ‘the extent to which a relationship has been allowed to 
grow and develop’ (Fournier 1994, p. 44). In this regard, brand relationship quality 
captures the relationship strength in terms of degree of emotional closeness or 
attachment (Bruhn et al. 2012; Fournier 1994). In addition, closeness refers to a 
satisfactory level of consumer–brand relationship having been developed, beyond 
which the relationship tends to stabilise (Fournier 1994). In a sense, brand 
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relationship quality taps ‘the depth of the ties that have been forged’ (Fournier 1994, 
p. 45).  
Theoretically, once relationships reach a level of closeness they must be actively 
maintained, and this requires commitment to remain in the relationship despite the 
attractiveness of alternatives (Fournier 1994). Research shows that attachment to 
possessions results in consumers’ disposition to be with the possessions they are 
attached to (Kleine, Kleine III & Allen 1995). While referring to both brand 
relationship quality and brand loyalty as the strength of consumer–brand 
relationships, Fournier (1998) originally viewed brand loyalty, as commitment, is 
part of and stemming from brand relationship quality (Fournier 1998; Fournier & 
Yao 1997).   
Research conceptually delineates brand loyalty from brand relationship quality 
(Fournier 2009). Some researchers considered commitment to be conceptually 
similar to brand loyalty, and thereby excluded it from brand relationship quality 
(Kressmann et al. 2006). In addition, some studies focused on the concept of 
emotional attachment, which captures the emotional bond and includes only some 
dimensions of brand relationship quality such as self-connection, love/passion, 
intimacy and interdependence (Thomson, MacInnis & Park 2005).These studies have 
shown that brand relationship quality or emotional attachment, which captures the 
emotional bond as in this research, have a positive impact on brand loyalty 
(Kressmann et al. 2006; Park, S-Y & Lee 2005; Thomson, MacInnis & Park 2005). 
In examining the relationship between brand relationship quality and brand loyalty, 
some researchers viewed commitment as part of brand relationship quality and 
viewed brand loyalty as behaviours such as the intention to repurchase or 
recommend, resulting from strong consumer–brand relationships (Fournier 2005, 
2009; Park, S-Y & Lee 2005). Without referring explicitly to brand loyalty, other 
research has provided evidence supporting the positive effects of brand relationship 
quality on relationship outcomes such as repurchase intention (Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008; Huber et al. 2010; Park, J-W, Kim & Kim 2002) and consumer’s 
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behaviours in support of brands as in brand recommendations (Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008).  
Most of these studies have been undertaken in developed Western markets. In her 
seminal research, Fournier (1998) conducted in-depth interviews in with three 
American participants to discuss their lived experience with daily-used brands. Later 
some researchers subjected her concept of brand relationship quality to empirical 
examination. Smit, Bronner and Tolboom (2007) conducted a large-scale survey with 
consumers (N=938) of car, computer, beer and shampoo brands. Their results 
showed the dimensionality of brand relationship quality was almost the same as 
Fournier’s (1998) , with the addition of some dimensions such as trust and nostalgic 
connection. The research of Breivik and Thorbjornsen (2008), which was conducted 
with a sample drawn from internet-based international bulletins (N=678, with 80% 
North American) about brands in different product categories including computers, 
personal digital assistants, remote controls, cameras and cars, also provided empirical 
support for Fournier’s (1998) brand relationship quality. 
The research of Breivik and Thorbjornsen (2008) revealed that brand relationship 
quality has a relatively strong positive influence on repurchase of the brand. Other 
researchers examined the effects of brand relationship quality on relationship 
outcome. For example, Kressmann et al. (2006) conducted a survey with consumers 
of car brands in Germany. The results, based on valid sample of 600, provided 
evidence that brand relationship quality had a positive impact on brand loyalty 
(Kressmann et al. 2006). Later, research by Huber et al. (2010), also conducted in the 
German market, looked at consumers of jeans brands. Their results, based on a final 
valid sample of 219, empirically indicated that that brand relationship quality was a 
predictor of repurchase intention (Huber et al. 2010). 
There has also been empirical research on brand relationship quality in non-Western 
developed markets. For example, Park, Kim and Kim’s (2002) research examined the 
effects of brand relationship quality on the intention to purchase brand extensions, 
using a large-scale survey of 550 respondents in South Korea. Unlike Fournier 
(1998), Park, J-W, Kim and Kim (2002) proposed brand relationship quality as a 
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composite construct. In this sense, brand relationship quality was deemed to be 
influenced its dimensions (Tsai 2011). The results of their research indicated that 
consumers with a strong brand relationship quality reacted more favourably to brand 
extensions. Another survey in South Korea with a final valid sample of 565, looked 
at computer notebook brands representing high-involvement situations, and detergent 
brands representing low-involvement situations (Park, S-Y & Lee 2005). It found 
that brand relationship quality had a stronger effect on brand loyalty in high-
involvement situations than in low-involvement situations.  
Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises: 
H1: Brand relationship quality has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
3.3.2 The effects of brand trust on brand loyalty 
Brand trust refers to the consumers’ confidence in a brand’s reliability and intentions 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). The concept of trust has been widely 
investigated in marketing as a key characteristic of any successful long-term 
relationship with the exchange partner (Garbarino & Johnson 1999; Moorman, 
Zaltman & Deshpande 1992; Morgan & Hunt 1994). With the emergence of research 
on consumer–brand relationships that viewed brands as living entities, researchers 
suggested that the concept of trust could be extended to the consumer brand domain 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Hess & Story 2005; Valta 2013). As 
early as 1998, Fournier had included a dimension, brand partner quality, in her brand 
relationship quality. As discussed in Chapter 2, the aspects of brand partner quality 
are similar to the construct domain of trust (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; 
Fournier 1998), and thereby brand trust has been argued to be conceptually similar or 
closely related to brand partner quality (Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005; Nguyen & 
Nguyen 2011). In this regard, prior research has replaced partner quality with trust as 
a dimension of brand relationship quality (Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005; Nguyen & 
Nguyen 2011).  
In reviewing previous studies of the relationships between brand trust and other 
relationship constructs, this research is also based on studies that have examined the 
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relationships between brand partner quality and other relationship constructs. It has 
been noted that brand trust involves the process of a consumer calculating a brand’s 
ability to continue to deliver benefits versus its costs, to remain in the relationship 
with the brand (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Lau & Lee 1999). Brand trust also 
involves inferences regarding the intention of the brand to act in the best interests of 
the consumers (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001), based on their general beliefs that the 
brand is looking out for them and is quickly responsive to their problems or 
dissatisfactions (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005; Hess & Story 2005).   
Taking into account the view of brands as relational partners, it has been argued that 
brand trust leads to brand commitment or brand loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 
2001). This is because brand trust makes exchange relationships to be highly valued 
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001), and consumers only commit to something they value 
(Moorman, Zaltman & Deshpande 1992). Indeed, when consumers commit to one 
brand despite the availability of alternative competing brands, there are situations of 
vulnerability in that the brand they rely on may break its promises or take advantage 
of them, or lack the intention to help them in problem situations (Chaudhuri & 
Holbrook 2002; Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001). In making purchase 
decisions concerning brands, consumers may perceive risk or uncertainty about 
whether their needs or expectations will be met (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-
Alemán 2001); they are likely to be more committed to a trusted brand, as this helps 
them to reduce perceived risks, especially in situations of vulnerability (Chaudhuri & 
Holbrook 2002; Lau & Lee 1999). 
Several empirical studies have examined the impact of brand trust on brand 
commitment or brand loyalty. Chaudhuri and Holbrook’s (2001) research used a 
large-scale three-phase mall-intercept survey in the north-eastern United States, with 
a total valid sample of three phases of nearly 10,000 and a consolidated number of 41 
product categories, including clothing, analgesics, candy, car tires, hotels and 
magazines among others, in the final phase. The results provided evidence that brand 
trust has a stronger positive impact on brand loyalty as compared to brand affect, 
which refers to liking a brand. Similarly, research by Delgado-Ballester and 
Munuera-Alemán (2005) using a survey with consumers of beer and shampoo brands 
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in Spain (final valid sample = 271) demonstrated that brand trust had positive effects 
on brand loyalty. The positive impact of brand trust on brand commitment was also 
empirically supported by the results of Albert and Merunka’s (2013) research, in 
which a final valid sample of 1505 French consumers indicated their favourite brand 
and rated the scale items pertaining to their relationship with it.    
Based on the above discussions, this research hypothesises:  
H2: Brand trust has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
3.3.3 The effects of brand identification on brand loyalty 
Brand identification refers to the consumers’ perceived oneness with or 
belongingness to a brand (Dimitriadis & Papista 2011; Lam et al. 2010). Brand 
identification is also termed self-connection or self-congruity in the branding 
literature (Bruner 2009; Dimitriadis & Papista 2011; Escalas & Bettman 2003; 
Kressmann et al. 2006; Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012). Research has 
long examined the impact of self-congruity (or self-congruence) on brand loyalty 
(Malhotra 1988; Sirgy 1982). Studies based on a sociological perspective have 
suggested that consumers buy and consume products/brands that match their sense of 
self (Sirgy 1982).  
Self-congruity, which refers to the matching between consumers’ self and a brand’s 
identity, implies that a brand is deemed by consumers to satisfy their need to 
maintain self-consistency or boost self-esteem (Kressmann et al. 2006; Sirgy 1982). 
The results of Kressmann et al.’s (2006) survey, presented in Section 3.3.1, provide 
evidence that self-congruity has a positive impact on brand loyalty. In Tuškej, Golob 
and Podnar’s (2013) research, the authors used the term ‘brand identification’ and 
argued that consumers have strong relationships with brands in order to express and 
enhance their self-concept. Their research was conducted in Slovenia using a survey 
method, with consumers (final valid sample = 596) rating their attitudes towards 
their favourite brand (Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2013). The results provide evidence 
supporting the argument that brand identification has a positive impact on brand 
commitment.   
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As discussed in Chapter 2, given the relevance of social identity theory in the 
consumer–brand domain, a brand can be deemed a social entity (Lam et al. 2010; 
Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). In this regard, the literature on theories of 
social identity suggests that identification with an entity is an important driver of 
one’s support of and commitment to it (Ashforth & Mael 1989; Bergami & Bagozzi 
2000; Mael & Ashforth 1992). In the domain of consumer products, researchers 
examined the impact of consumers’ identification to a company on their loyalty to 
products under the company brand, or other supporting behaviours such as 
recommendations (Ahearne, Bhattacharya & Gruen 2005; Bhattacharya & Sen 
2003). Subsequently, researchers examined the impact of brand identification on 
brand loyalty (Kuenzel & Halliday 2008, 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012); 
and repurchase intention has been argued to be one of the ways in which consumers 
can reflect and reinforce their identity (Kuenzel & Halliday 2010; Lam, Ahearne & 
Schillewaert 2012) 
In a survey of consumers of car brands in the United Kingdom (final valid sample = 
241), Kuenzel and Halliday (2008) demonstrated that, for a product that is 
descriptive of one’s self-concept like car, brand identification has a positive impact 
on repurchase intention. Later, in a larger-scale survey with consumers of car brands 
in Germany (final valid sample = 1170), these authors also found empirical support 
for the positive effects of brand identification on brand loyalty, measured as 
repurchase intention and recommendation intention (Kuenzel & Halliday 2010). 
There has also been empirical evidence of the positive impact of brand identification 
on brand loyalty in a non-Western market: the findings of Kim, CK, Han and Park 
(2001) were based on data collected from a survey of South Korean consumers (final 
valid sample = 130) of mobile phone brands. A similar finding of the positive effect 
of brand identification on repurchase intention was also found by Lam, Ahearne and 
Schillewaert (2012), who conducted a survey in 15 countries (the United States and 
Europe) with consumers (final valid sample = 5919) of brands in five product 
categories: beer, sportswear, mobile phones, fast food chains and e-commerce sites. 
Their findings suggested brand identification is a focal mechanism to build enduring 
consumer–brand relationships (He, Li & Harris 2012; Lam et al. 2010). 
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In order to examine the impact of brand identification on brand loyalty when a 
radically new brand was introduced in the market, Lam et al. (2010) conducted a 
longitudinal study of Spanish consumers (final valid sample = 679) of mobile 
phones. This study included five waves of survey at two-month intervals, the first 
wave two months before the launch of iPhone in Spain and the second ten days after 
the launch. Their results revealed that consumers with strong identification to one 
brand relative to other brands appear more resistant to switching to other brands. In a 
sense, brand identification determines the viability of consumer–brand relationships 
(Lam et al. 2010), of which one measure of strength is brand loyalty (Fournier 1998). 
Most research on brand identification, as presented above, has been conducted in the 
United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, Spain and other, developed Western 
markets (Kuenzel & Halliday 2008, 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). 
Although research by Kim, CK, Han and Park (2001) was conducted in South Korea, 
it should be noted that this too is a developed market (FTSE 2014).  
Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises: 
H3: Brand identification has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
3.3.4 The effects of perceived quality on brand loyalty 
This research adopts the view that perceived quality is the consumer’s judgement of 
the overall excellence and superiority of a brand relative to alternative brands (Aaker, 
DA 1991; Netemeyer et al. 2004; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). This is derived from 
Zeithaml’s  (1988) original conception of the perceived quality of a product. 
However, research has revealed that consumers’ perceptions of quality derive not 
only from a product’s attributes but also from other marketing mix variables such as 
price, the level of advertising, and brand name (Jacoby, Olson & Haddock 1971; 
Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000; Zeithaml 1988). This lends support to the contention that 
the perceived quality of a brand is an abstraction rather than a specific attribute, and 
is likely a part of brand attitude, which is an overall evaluation of a brand’s 
performance relative to alternative brands (Keller 1993; Netemeyer et al. 2004). 
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Because of this, some researchers have contended that perceived quality is a key 
measure of the strength of a brand (Aaker, DA 1991; Keller 2013).  
Branding literature has long established that high perceived quality drives repeat 
purchase and brand loyalty (Aaker, DA 1996; Jacoby 1971; Keller 1993). Jacoby 
(1971) argued that the greater the perceived quality of a brand, the higher were 
consumers’ perceptions of the differentiation of the brand from the competitive set, 
and ultimately the greater the likelihood of their being loyal to the brand. In addition, 
it has been suggested that when consumers perceive a brand to be of high quality, 
they are likely to perceive an overall value or payoff from using the brand; and this 
perception drives their repurchase (Netemeyer et al. 2004; Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 
2011). Indeed, while some researchers have argued that perceived quality precedes 
perceived value, which are the benefits consumers think brands will bring them 
(Keller 1993; Zeithaml 1988), research has indicated that perceived quality explains 
most of the variation in perceived value and is a better predictor of repurchase 
intention (Aaker, DA 1996).   
Empirical evidence supports the contention that perceived quality precedes brand 
loyalty or repurchase intention (Chen & Tseng 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 
2012; Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011). The results of Lam, Ahearne and 
Schillewaert’s (2012) American and European research, presented in Section 3.3.3, 
provided evidence supporting the positive impact of perceived quality on repurchase 
intention. Similarly, the results of Nguyen, Barrett and Miller’s (2011) survey of 
consumers of shampoo brands in Vietnam (final valid sample = 299) and Thailand 
(final valid sample = 304) showed that perceived quality has positive effects on 
brand loyalty. A survey of international airline passengers in Taiwan (final valid 
sample = 249) provided further empirical support for the positive impact of 
perceived quality on brand loyalty (Chen & Tseng 2010).  
Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises: 
H4: Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand loyalty  
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3.3.5 The effects of brand trust on brand relationship quality 
Research has suggested that brand trust is central to a consumer’s exchange 
relationships with a brand over time (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Hess & 
Story 2005). However, some researchers have contended that such relationships by 
definition are interactions, and thereby over time some kinds of bond are developed 
from the interactions between the consumer and the brand (Esch et al. 2006). As 
such, some researchers have argued that the greater a consumer’s trust in a brand, the 
stronger the emotional bond/closeness with it (Esch et al. 2006). It had also been 
contended that if the consumers and the brand interact regularly, consumers use their 
beliefs about the brand’s reliability and intentions to calibrate their general thoughts, 
ascertain their feelings, and regulate their actions concerning their relationships with 
the brand (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004). 
As mentioned earlier, brand trust is conceptually similar to brand partner quality as 
both concepts are concerned with the evaluation of brand reliability and intentions 
(Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005; Nguyen & Nguyen 2011). This research refers to some 
empirical studies that have examined the relationships between brand partner quality 
and brand relationship quality (e.g. Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Huber et al. 
2010); and specifically the latter’s research in Germany, presented in Section 3.3.1. 
In addition, a longitudinal experiment by Aaker, J, Fournier and Brasel (2004), 
conducted with users of an online photography service in the United States (final 
valid sample = 69) demonstrated that brand partner quality has positive effects on 
brand relationship quality (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Huber et al. 2010).  
Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises:  
H5: Brand trust has a positive impact on brand relationship quality  
3.3.6 The effects of brand identification on brand relationship quality 
As discussed in Section 3.3.3, research by Lam et al. (2010) indicated that brand 
identification determines the viability of consumer–brand relationships, i.e., whether 
consumers remain in a relationship with the brand or not. This signifies the 
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antecedent role of brand identification in its relationship with brand relationship 
quality (He, Li & Harris 2012). It has been noted that the attractiveness of a brand 
depends on its ability to express and enhance a consumer’s self (Kressmann et al. 
2006). A brand that has an identity congruent with the consumer’s actual self-
concept satisfies the need for self-consistency, and therefore enables the consumer to 
sustain and demonstrate his/her actual sense of self (Huber et al. 2010). Meanwhile, a 
brand that is similar to the consumer’s ideal self-concept offers the potential to boost 
self-esteem; with this brand the consumer can come closer to his/her ideal sense of 
self (Huber et al. 2010). In this sense, self-congruity attracts consumers to enter into 
relationships with brands; the strength of this relationship is referred to as brand 
relationship quality (Fournier 2009).  
Literature also suggests that similarity between partners in a relationship can improve 
the quality of the relationship (Aron et al. 2000; Huber et al. 2010). In the consumer–
brand domain the similarity is self-congruity in both situations, as discussed above 
(Huber et al. 2010): the brand meets the consumer’s need for self-consistency and 
self-esteem, and the increase in self-congruity leads to a stronger relationship 
between the consumer and the brand, i.e., greater brand relationship quality (Huber et 
al. 2010; Kressmann et al. 2006). Dimitriadis and Papista (2011) noted that scant 
research explicitly examines the link between brand identification and brand 
relationship quality, and also suggested that brand identification is conceptually 
similar to self-congruity or self-connection, as discussed earlier. Indeed, the surveys 
of Kressmann et al. (2006) and Huber et al. (2010), as discussed above, have 
demonstrated that self-congruity has a positive impact on brand relationship quality.  
Research has also provided empirical evidence of the relationship between brand 
identification and the dimensions of brand relationship quality. While consumers can 
have attitudes to brands regardless of a connection with the self (Thomson, MacInnis 
& Park 2005), it has been argued that the feeling of being emotionally close to or 
interdependent with a brand can only be developed from consumers’ perceptions of 
similarities between the brand and their self (Hwang & Kandampully 2012; Park, 
CW, MacInnis & Priester 2006). It has also been contended that the consumers’ love 
should be greater for a brand that plays an important role in shaping their identity 
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(Carroll & Ahuvia 2006). A survey of consumers of fashion brands in the 
Midwestern United States (final valid sample = 107) demonstrated that consumers’ 
self-connection with a brand positively influenced their feelings of love and 
closeness with it (Hwang & Kandampully 2012). Another survey of French 
consumers (final valid sample = 1505), who responded to a questionnaire relating to 
their favourite brand, revealed that brand identification has a strong positive 
influence on brand love/passion (Albert & Merunka 2013; Albert, Merunka & 
Valette-Florence 2013). 
Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises:  
H6: Brand identification has a positive impact on brand relationship quality. 
3.3.7 The effects of brand identification on brand trust 
As brand identification determines whether consumers remain in relationships with 
the brand or not (Lam et al. 2010) and if consumer–brand relationships are viable, 
brand trust is a measure of brand relationship (Bruhn et al. 2012). Marketing 
literature has suggested that similarities of identity between two partners positively 
influence each partner’s trust in the other (Bendapudi & Berry 1997; Dion, Easterling 
& Miller 1995). As a brand can be anthropomorphised as a living entity, a consumer 
may examine it and determine if it is similar to his/her self (Lau & Lee 1999). If the 
brand is thought to be similar to the consumer’s self-concept, it is likely to be trusted 
(Lau & Lee 1999). It should be noted that, as earlier mentioned, brand identification 
reflects oneness between the consumer and the brand: as such, it can be argued that 
brand identification precedes brand trust. 
Other researchers have argued that the examination of similarities between a brand 
and the consumer is the capability process of trust building, in which the consumer 
judges the brand’ capability to meet the consumer’s self-definitional needs (Doney & 
Cannon 1997; He, Li & Harris 2012): the greater the brand identification, i.e., the 
degree to which the brand serves to express and enhance the consumer’s self, the 
stronger the consumer’s trust in the brand (He, Li & Harris 2012). From the 
perspective of social identity, membership of a social group influences the 
54 
 
development of trust towards that group (Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Lam, Ahearne & 
Schillewaert 2012; Williams, M 2001). Just as brand identification manifests 
belongingness with a brand as social identity, it is argued, brand identification 
provides a favourable platform for the development of brand trust (He, Li & Harris 
2012; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). In a survey by He, Li and Harris (2012) 
of Taiwanese consumers of mobile phone brands (final valid sample = 199), it was 
empirically supported that brand identification has a positive impact on brand trust.  
Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises:  
H7: Brand identification has a positive impact on brand trust. 
3.3.8 The effects of perceived quality on brand trust 
In branding literature, it is argued that perceived quality may lead to brand trust 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Hess & Story 2005). As mentioned 
earlier, brand trust is based on consumers’ evaluations of a brand’s reliability and 
intentions (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). Brand reliability is related 
to the assumption that the brand is capable of meeting the consumer’s needs with 
constant quality offerings (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001). In a sense, 
the perceived quality of a brand has to be consistent for the brand to be trusted by the 
consumer (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001). Brand intention is 
concerned with the belief that the brand will take care of the consumers’ interests and 
welfare (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). Such beliefs are based on the 
judgement of past consumption experiences, which is indeed perceived quality 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Netemeyer et al. 2004).  
Research has provided evidence implicitly supporting the link between perceived 
quality and brand trust. For example, it has been argued that unless consumers have a 
representation of the brand in their memory: that is, brand knowledge, they cannot 
trust the brand (Esch et al. 2006). In this respect, perceived quality has been argued 
to be a part of brand association/image that contributes to brand knowledge (Aaker, 
DA 1996; Esch et al. 2006; Keller 1993). In a survey by Esch et al. (2006) of 
students in a large European university (final valid sample = 355) focusing on 
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athletic shoes and chocolate brands, it was empirically supported that brand image, 
which includes a perceived quality measure, has strong positive effects on brand 
trust. Some research has suggested that perceived quality is included in or precedes 
the concept of satisfaction, and so indicates that trust results from ongoing 
satisfaction (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Hess & Story 2005; Hess, 
Story & Danes 2011).  
Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises:  
H8: Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand trust. 
3.3.9 The effects of perceived quality on brand identification 
Just as brand identification manifests oneness between the consumer and the brand, it 
has been suggested that brand image or brand identity facilitates the consumer’s 
identification with the brand (Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012; Tuškej, Golob & 
Podnar 2013). In branding literature, brand image refers to consumers’ perceptions 
about the brand as reflected by brand associations (Keller 1993). It has been noted 
that one type of brand  concerned with the functional utility of the brand, is perceived 
quality (Aaker, DA 1996; Keller 1993), and so in this sense perceived quality can be 
considered a part of brand image (Keller 1993) and thereby can be argued to be an 
antecedent of brand identification (Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). The results 
of Lam, Ahearne and Schillewaert’s (2012) survey, presented in Section 3.3.3, 
demonstrated that perceived quality has a positive impact on brand identification.  
Furthermore, it has been argued that consumers are more likely to identify with a 
brand with an image or identity that distinguishes it from its competitors 
(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012). In one sense, perceived quality 
differentiates a brand from competing brands (Pappu, Quester & Cooksey 2005). 
Some researchers have considered perceived quality as part of brand identity, which 
refers to its distinctive and prestigious characteristics (Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; He, 
Li & Harris 2012). The survey by He, Li and Harris (2012), presented in Section 
3.3.7, provided evidence that brand identity that included perceived quality as a 
measure had positive effects on brand identification.   
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Based on the above discussion, this research hypothesises:  
H9: Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand identification. 
3.4 Summary 
This chapter proposes nine hypotheses pertaining to the effects of perceived quality, 
brand identification, brand trust and brand relationship quality on brand loyalty, as 
well as the relationships between these constructs. Table 3-1 below provides a 
summary of all nine hypotheses that have been presented in the discussions and 
arguments so far. 
Table 3-1. Summary of hypotheses to be tested 
H. Statement of hypothesis 
1 Brand relationship quality has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
2 Brand trust has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
3 Brand identification has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
4 Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
5 Brand trust has a positive impact on brand relationship quality 
6 Brand identification has a positive impact on brand relationship quality 
7 Brand identification has a positive impact on brand trust 
8 Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand trust 
9 Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand identification 
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Chapter 4 
METHODOLOGY 
4.1 Introduction 
Chapter 3 presented a theoretical framework and hypotheses based on a review of the 
relevant literature. An introduction to the methodology was provided in Section 1.6 
of Chapter 1. Chapter 4 builds on that introduction and describes the methodology 
used to conduct the research. Firstly, a description of the research design is given, 
including the objectives of each approach used in the research. Secondly, the chapter 
describes the empirical context of the research: the emerging market context of 
Vietnam. Thirdly, this chapter gives an account of the qualitative stage of the 
research, covering procedures, sampling and participants, and the interview process. 
Finally, the chapter discusses aspects of the quantitative stage. This covers 
explanations of the construct and measures adopted in the research, instrument 
design, product category, population and sample, data collection, data processing and 
analysis.  
4.2 Research design 
The research used a mixed methods approach including qualitative and quantitative 
methods. Based on the theoretical framework and hypotheses developed in Chapter 
3, the research first used a qualitative approach, particularly in-depth interviews, to 
obtain an overall understanding of consumer–brand relationships in the context of 
Vietnam and to determine whether elements of the model (i.e. the constructs) were 
applicable within this market context. This is because qualitative research is 
appropriate for understanding research participants rather than fitting their answers 
into predetermined categories, and tends to focus on detailed information collected 
from a relatively small sample (Hair, Lukas & Miller 2012). In the second stage, 
which is a main part of this research, the purpose was to empirically test the 
theoretical framework and hypotheses developed. A survey was conducted at this 
stage because it is an appropriate method for testing theories or relating variables in 
hypotheses (Creswell 2009) 
58 
 
4.3 Research setting 
With a population of over ninety million people (Euromonitor 2014b) and an 
emerging economy, Vietnam has been suggested as a meaningful context for 
marketing research (Sheth 2011; Tambyah, Tuyet Mai & Jung 2009; Tsui 2004). 
Constant growth in income per capita and the rise of the middle class have led to 
increasing brand-consciousness in Vietnamese consumers (Euromonitor 2014b). A 
survey by a German-based market research agency, GfK GmbH, found that brands 
play a significant role in the purchase decisions of Vietnamese consumers, most of 
whom consider brands as the signifier of quality (Euromonitor 2015b). The 
implementation of an open-door economic policy and global economic integration 
has resulted in intense competition (Euromonitor 2015b; Nguyen & Nguyen 2011), 
and as research has indicated, Vietnamese consumers are increasingly disinclined to 
practise brand-switching (Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011). As such, the market 
context of Vietnam appears to be an appropriate empirical setting for the model and 
constructs discussed in Chapter 3. On the practical side, in order to survive and 
succeed in the Vietnamese market, marketers need to understand how to build lasting 
relationships between their consumers and their brands and ultimately to foster brand 
loyalty. So far, research on emerging markets has concentrated on India and China, 
the two largest markets (Sheth 2011). It is argued that as marketing strategies need to 
adjust to suit local cultures, more research is needed in smaller emerging markets 
such as Vietnam (Sheth 2011). 
In the first stage of this research, participants in the in-depth interviews were asked to 
select brands they related to and would like to discuss. The participants were able to 
talk about any brand they knew or had experience with in order to stimulate 
discussion, as the development of brand relationships may not occur in situations 
when consumers do not have knowledge about or experience with the brand (Tuškej, 
Golob & Podnar 2013). This was also done to determine without any presumption if 
clothing products benefit from consumer–brand relationships. Participants selected 
brands across categories including clothing, personal care, shoes, bags, watches, 
perfume and personal care products. Clothing brands were mentioned by all 
participants. This was similar to other studies which found that clothing was a 
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product category where consumers indicated their most identified or closely related 
brands (Monga 2002; Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2013). 
Recently in Vietnam there has been increasing demand for branded fashion products, 
and this has attracted rising competition from both local and international 
manufacturers (Euromonitor 2014a). Clothing is the only product category on which 
Vietnamese middle class consumers focus their spending (other focuses are health 
care, transportation and leisure) (Euromonitor 2014b). Many consumers view 
expensive branded clothing as a way of exhibiting their self (Euromonitor 2015b). 
These facts, together with the literature which will be discussed next, provided the 
rationale for the choice of branded clothing as a focal product category for the main 
survey in the second stage of this research. 
Several studies have investigated brand identification and consumer–brand 
relationships within the category of branded clothing (Bergkvist & Bech-Larsen 
2010; Huber et al. 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012; Tuškej, Golob & 
Podnar 2013; Valta 2013). Fashion brands are known to convey symbolic meanings 
more easily than other product categories, particularly because they are commonly 
used to communicate one’s identity (Escalas & Bettman 2005; Huber et al. 2010; 
Hwang & Kandampully 2012). In addition, fashion clothing is categorised as a 
transformational product, which means the consumers’ attitude to it is motivated by 
the brand–consumer image rather than just economic reasons (Rossiter & Percy 
1985). It has been noted that for transformational products, emotional responses to 
brands are of paramount importance (Bergkvist & Bech-Larsen 2010; Rossiter & 
Percy 1985). As such, brand relationship processes, particularly affective constructs 
such as brand trust and brand relationship quality in this research are applicable to 
clothing products. Furthermore, fashion products are characterised by regular 
consumer–brand interactions, and thereby are admirably qualified as relationship 
partners (O'Malley & Tynan 2001; Smit, Bronner & Tolboom 2007).   
4.4 Qualitative phase 
This section describes the first stage of the research, the qualitative stage. As 
mentioned in Section 4.2, the objective was to determine how Vietnamese consumers 
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relate to brands, and to determine if existing constructs are applicable in the market 
context of Vietnam. To achieve these objectives, the research questions to be 
answered were: (1) how the Vietnamese consumers perceive brands; (2) whether 
Vietnamese consumers’ responses (i.e. their thoughts and feelings) to brands capture 
the constructs in the model developed for this research. The relational constructs’ 
labels were not explicitly used at the onset of the research as it was more important 
to understand the participants’ thoughts and feelings underlying the constructs than 
to limit their responses by applying predetermined construct labels. As discussed in 
Chapters 2 and 3, perceived quality and brand identification relate to functional and 
symbolic motives; these were explicitly elicited in this research to see how 
consumers’ thoughts and feelings evolved from these motivational aspects. 
Furthermore, as brand loyalty has been a focal construct of interest to both 
researchers and practitioners, towards the end of the research there was an attempt to 
see how the participants picked up on this concept in relation to their relationships 
with brands.  
4.4.1 Procedures 
In this stage, in-depth interviews were conducted. Participants were asked for their 
opinions about brands and how they thought and felt about the brands they chose to 
discuss. Semi-structured in-depth interviews were chosen rather than focus group 
discussions, for both substantive and practical reasons. Firstly, in-depth interviews 
are best suited for exploring detailed attitudinal and behavioural information as well 
as highly intimate, personal matters (Hair, Lukas & Miller 2012; Willis 2002). 
Secondly, they avoid undesirable peer group pressure, and less acceptable views can 
be expressed openly; individual interviews also avoid the danger of conformity to 
group responses (Willis 2002). It should be noted that the Vietnamese clothing 
market offers unbranded competition as well as a wide range of levels of expense for 
clothing (Euromonitor 2014b). As such, in-depth interviews ensure that participants 
can talk about the brands they really know and experience, avoiding situations where 
they may feel pressured to talk about different, perhaps more expensive brands.  
61 
 
However, in-depth interviews also have disadvantages. They provide no opportunity 
for interaction between interviewees, and responses can be very rational in a one-to-
one context and may not mirror the full range of emotions that affect true behaviour 
(Birn 2002; Willis 2002). Because the focus of this research was on relationships 
between the consumer and brands in the consumer’s lived experience, it was felt that 
the advantages of the approach taken would outweigh its disadvantages. In addition, 
this research used a semi-structured discussion guide (See Appendix 1), with 
prepared questions that the researcher adapted and varied in sequence as each 
interview developed. Given the purpose of this qualitative stage, description rather 
than interpretation of behaviour was desired, and semi-structured in-depth interviews 
could be used effectively (Birn 2002; Willis 2002).  
4.4.2 Sampling and participants 
In this stage this research used purposive sampling, because the need for in-depth 
information in qualitative research informs the choice of theoretical or purposive 
sampling (Emmel 2013). This method, also called judgemental sampling, is a 
technique in which the selection of interviewees is based on judgements about the 
appropriate characteristics they will present (Hair, Lukas & Miller 2012; Zikmund et 
al. 2014). To find such participants, the researcher decided to select participants who 
were likely to be brand consumers, in shopping malls where a wide variety of brands 
was available (Euromonitor 2014b)  
The participants were approached in three malls in the central area of Ho Chi Minh 
City (in the south of Vietnam), two in newly developed suburbs of Ho Chi Minh 
City, and one in the central area of Ha Noi (in the north of Vietnam). All these 
shopping malls targeted middle income consumers (Euromonitor 2014c). The 
participants were approached after they had made a relevant purchase, evidenced by 
their shopping bag, and if they appeared to be aged over eighteen. They were invited 
to participate in the research, and if they were agreeable, a mutually convenient date, 
time and location were set. 
The dominance of shopping malls in Ho Chi Minh City was for practical reasons. Ho 
Chi Minh City is an economic centre of Vietnam, so most modern shopping malls 
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targeting middle class consumers concentrate in this city (Euromonitor 2014c). The 
sample size was not set precisely prior to the start of this stage, because there were 
virtually no guidelines for determining purposive sample size or prior data collection, 
both necessary for qualitative research (Guest, Bunce & Johnson 2006). The final 
number of in-depth interviews was seven, including six participants in Ho Chi Minh 
City and one in Ha Noi. The number of in-depth interviews stopped at seven, when it 
was observed that the consumers’ thoughts and feelings towards their selected brands 
mostly overlapped and repeatedly captured the constructs in the framework. The 
number of interviews conducted was within the range of 6–12 suggested by Carter 
and Henderson (2005) and Guest, Bunce and Johnson (2006). 
4.4.3 The interview process 
Of the seven participants, four were shopping alone and their interviews were 
conducted in the cafe or food court of the shopping mall right after they agreed to be 
interviewed. For three other participants, who were with friends or family, 
appointments were made for one or two days later. High-end cafés, including those 
in the shopping malls, were selected as venues for the interviews because these are 
typically patronised by middle class consumers, so the participants would feel 
comfortable there. Furthermore, high-end cafés were typically not so noisy, which 
allowed the recording of the interviews. 
In line with ethical requirements, consent for participation and recording were 
obtained prior the start of the interviews. All participants were assured of the 
anonymity of their responses in the reporting of results. All interviews took 
approximately one hour and were conducted in the Vietnamese language. They 
started with general questions about how participants perceived brands and quality, 
and then participants were asked to suggest brands they wanted to talk about further. 
Once the participants had selected some brands, the interviews centred on their brand 
stories, overall judgement, thoughts, feelings and intentions towards those brands. 
The researcher (the writer of this thesis), who conducted, transcribed and translated 
all these interviews, is a native Vietnamese citizen who speaks and understands 
Vietnamese very well. The interview recordings were played back and forth over 
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headphones during the process of transcribing; once an interview was transcribed, it 
was listened to again to ensure information was not lost. The transcripts served as a 
primary source of data for the qualitative analysis. For one interview in which voice 
recording was not possible, a summary of notes taken during the interview was 
composed immediately afar it concluded, and this participant was invited for a 
second meeting in which she reviewed the script and affirmed it was a true account 
of her thoughts and feelings.  
4.5 Quantitative phase 
As the qualitative stage revealed that the elements of the model developed in Chapter 
3 were applicable to the Vietnamese context, the second stage was developed as a 
survey using a structured questionnaire. As mentioned earlier, the purpose of this 
stage is to test the theoretical framework and hypotheses relating to the relational 
constructs presented in Chapter 3, in the specific context of Vietnam. 
4.5.1 Constructs and measurement scales 
This section presents the operationalisation of the constructs in the theoretical 
framework of this research and reviews the measurement scales for those constructs 
that exist in the literature. Following this review, the research determines whether the 
existing scales cover all dimensions of the constructs as defined in preceding 
chapters. Attention was also paid to the psychometric properties of existing scales 
where they were available. The purpose was to enhance face validity (content 
validity), which refers to the extent to which an empirical measurement captures a 
specific meaning domain for a construct of interest (Hoskisson et al. 1993). 
4.5.1.1 Brand identification 
Brand identification refers to perceived oneness with or belongingness to a brand 
(Kuenzel & Halliday 2008). In the branding literature, several researchers have 
adopted Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) original organisational identification scale to the 
consumer-brand market context (He & Li 2011; He, Li & Harris 2012; Keh & Xie 
2009; Kim, CK, Han & Park 2001; Kuenzel & Halliday 2008, 2010; Zhou et al. 
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2012). In this regard, through identification a person perceives him/herself as 
‘psychologically intertwined with the fate of the group, as sharing a common destiny 
and experiencing its successes and failures’ (Mael & Ashforth 1992, pp. 104-5). No 
all items were adopted in previous research (Keh & Xie 2009; Kim, CK, Han & Park 
2001; Kuenzel & Halliday 2008, 2010), but in those studies adopting the full scale 
developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992), confirmatory factor analyses reported good 
psychometric properties; for example, He, Li and Harris (2012) reported 
confirmatory factor analysis results of brand identification, with factor loadings 
ranging from 0.68 to 0.88 (the authors did not explicitly indicate whether these 
loadings were standardised or unstandardised) and construct reliability of 0.90. 
Social identity theory literature presents an alternative scale of cognitive 
identification, which nevertheless converges remarkably well with Mael and 
Ashforth’s (1992) scale (Bergami & Bagozzi 2000). Specifically, identification is 
measured by a scale consisting of two items to measure the overlapping of one’s 
identity with the social identity: one is a Venn diagram and the other is verbal 
(Bergami & Bagozzi 2000). Some branding researchers have measured brand 
identification with this two-item scale (Carlson 2005; Lam et al. 2010; Lam, Ahearne 
& Schillewaert 2012) or with just the visual item (Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006). The 
original research by Bergami and Bagozzi (2000) reported Cronbach’s alphas of 0.71 
and 0.86 for the two-item scale and Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) scale respectively. 
However, there is an issue of the two-item scale relating to confirmatory factor 
analysis, in which the congeneric single-factor measurement model requires at least 
three items so that the measurement model is identified (Kline 2011). 
Results from the in-depth interviews (see details in Chapter 5) suggest that for most 
participants an important underlying reason for brand identification was self-
definitional goals in relation to others in their closest social environment. For 
example, they identified with brands that are socially popular or that are used by a 
certain group (e.g. business people) or that indicate a class. These findings are 
consistent with prior work on brand identification from a social psychological 
perspective, that brands serve as social identity (Lam et al. 2010). Measures of brand 
identification derived from the social psychological approach lend themselves to the 
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investigation of brand identification in Vietnam. Building on prior research (e.g., He, 
Li and Harris (2012); Kuenzel and Halliday (2008, 2010)), and considering the 
results from the qualitative stage, this study decided to adopt Mael and Ashforth’s 
(1992) scale to measure brand identification. The indicators of brand identification 
with their wording and respective codes are presented in Table 4-1.  
Table 4-1. Indicators of brand identification 
Code Items 
bid1 When someone criticises X, it feels like a personal insult. 
bid2 I am very interested in what others think about X 
bid3 X's successes are my successes 
bid4 If a story in the media criticised X, I would feel embarrassed 
bid5 When someone praises X, it feels like a personal compliment  
Note: X indicates a brand name 
4.5.1.2 Brand trust 
The concept of trust has been widely examined in different disciplines  such as social 
psychology, sociology (e.g. Lewicki, McAllister & Bies 1998; Lewis & Weigert 
1985), management (e.g. McAllister 1995), relationship marketing (e.g. Hennig-
Thurau, Gwinner & Gremler 2002; Morgan & Hunt 1994; Sirdeshmukh, Singh & 
Sabol 2002). The multidisciplinary interest has contributed to  richness to the 
construct, but has also made it difficult to find a consensus on its nature (Delgado-
Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). While drawing on the trust concept coming the 
analysis of personal relationships in the field of social psychology (Garbarino & 
Johnson 1999; Moorman, Deshpandé & Zaltman 1993; Morgan & Hunt 1994), it is 
worth noting that in relationship marketing, trust is not necessarily that of a person 
for another one. In relationship marketing, For example, Morgan and Hunt (1994) 
examined trust of tire retailer in its supplier. Some researchers examined customer’s 
trust to service provider’s employees, In service context, Crosby, Evans and Cowles 
(1990) studied customer’s trust in salesperson of life insurance. Similarly, Hennig-
Thurau, Gwinner and Gremler (2002) examined consumer trust in service 
employees. Meanwhile, Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol (2002) regarded consumer’s 
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trust as including consumer’s trust in service employees and trust in service 
provider’s policies and practices. Garbarino and Johnson (1999) focused on trust in 
an organization (non-profit repertory theatre). Due to the emerging research on 
consumer – brand relationships, researchers argued for the examination of 
consumer’s trust in brands which are inanimate objects (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 
2001; Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001).  
In the branding literature, it has been long acknowledged that consumers can 
anthropomorphise brands or think about brands as if they were people though brands 
are inanimate objects (Aaker, J 1997; Fournier 1998). Consequently, this idea of 
anthropomorphisation of brands legitimises brand as an active relationship partner 
and lays the foundation for research on consumer – brand relationships, even though, 
unlike a person, the brand is unable to respond to the consumer (Blackston 1992a; 
Delgado-Ballester 2004; Fournier 1998). In line with this, marketing activities 
executed by brand marketers may be construed as behaviours enacted on behalf of 
the brand (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003; Fournier 
1998). Therefore, researchers and practitioners have used norms associated with 
interpersonal relationships such as trust in much the same way as it would be natural 
to discuss the relationship between two people (Aggarwal 2004; Davies & Chun 
2003; Macleod 2000). Thus concepts such as trust and friendship are introduced to 
describe the interaction between human and brand, Blackston (1992a) even 
suggested that trust is a component of consumer – brand relationships. In this 
tendency, several studies have highlighted the importance of trust at the brand level 
(Bennur & Jin 2016; Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-
Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003; Fuan et al. 2015; Li et al. 2008). 
A prevailing conceptualisation of trust in the literature draws on the view that trust is 
an expectancy (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003; 
Moorman, Deshpandé & Zaltman 1993; Morgan & Hunt 1994). It follows that trust 
is often been defined as a psychological state interpreted in terms of confidence or 
expectations assigned to the probable occurrence of some positive outcomes on the 
part of the trusting party (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 
2003; Morgan & Hunt 1994). In some research, trust is captured as confidence or 
67 
 
expectations based on a general belief of one that another party can be trusted 
(Crosby, Evans & Cowles 1990; Moorman, Zaltman & Deshpande 1992). In other 
research, trust refers the one’s confidence  or expectations resulting from specific 
beliefs or attributions about the relational partner’s intentions, behaviours and 
qualities (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003).  
There are varied and confusing terminologies regarding those attributions, for 
example, integrity, altruism, benevolence, honesty, intentionality dependability, 
reliability and ability (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Li et al. 2008; 
Moorman, Zaltman & Deshpande 1992; Morgan & Hunt 1994). Nonetheless, 
literature distinguishes two type of attributions and consequently two aspects of trust 
(Delgado-Ballester 2004). (1) technical nature related to one’s competences (2) 
intentional nature concerning one’s intentions towards the interest of his/her partner 
(Delgado-Ballester 2004). In consonance with this, brand trust is defined as 
consumers’ confident expectations in brand reliability and brand intentions 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). This conception of brand trust 
parallels the concept of trust as having cognitive and affective dimensions proposed 
by Johnson and Grayson (2005). It follows that cognitive trust refers to ‘a customer’s 
confidence or willingness to rely on a service provider’s competence and reliability’, 
and affective trust refers to ‘the confidence one places in a partner on the basis of 
feelings generated by the level of care and concern the partner demonstrates’ 
(Johnson & Grayson 2005, p. 501). These two dimensions of trust are close to the 
technical and intentional aspects of trust in the literature, just as Delgado-Ballester 
(2004) noted brand reliability and brand intentions arise out of cognitive and 
affective abstraction respectively.   
In accordance to the above brand trust definition of Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-
Alemán (2005) adopted in this research, brand trust was operationalised including 
these two dimensions. The first dimension, brand reliability which is based on the 
extent to which the consumer believes that the brand accomplishes its promise and 
satisfy consumers’ needs (Delgado-Ballester 2004; Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-
Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003). The brand reliability dimension is generally 
accepted by researchers (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Esch et al. 2006; Hess & 
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Story 2005). Based on the interpersonal relationship foundation of consumer–brand 
relationships and relationship marketing literature, Delgado-Ballester (2004) 
developed brand reliability items, assessing consumer’s belief about the brand’s 
competences to accomplish and satisfy the consumer’s needs and expectations in a 
consistent way.  
Brand intentions dimension refers to the attributions  or beliefs of brand’s intentions 
to act in the consumer’s interests and welfare, especially when unexpected problems 
with consumption arise (Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 
2003). In this respect, it is noted that researchers have used different norms to refer to 
these beliefs or attributions such as altruism, benevolence, integrity and honesty 
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Delgado-Ballester 2004; Hess & Story 2005; Morgan 
& Hunt 1994). Thus, while Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán and Yagüe-Guillén 
(2003) claimed that brand intentions encompass such aspects, this indeed implies that 
brand intentions dimension is close to those aspects rather than including those 
aspects. The dimension of brand intentions included items concerning the brand’s 
intentions to act in the consumer’s interests and to help the consumer in problem 
situations (Delgado-Ballester 2004). It should be again noted that while the brand is 
an animate object, it can be anthropomorphised in that marketers’ marketing actions 
can be construed as behaviours enacted on behalf of brand (Fournier 1998).  
Delgado-Ballester and colleagues tested this scale across product categories such as 
deodorant, shampoo and beer, and reported good psychometric properties (Delgado-
Ballester 2004; Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). For example, 
Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2005) reported confirmatory factor 
analysis results of brand trust with standardised factor loadings ranging from 0.70 to 
0.94 and factor reliability from 0.93 to 0.87, for brand reliability and brand intentions 
respectively. Most noteworthy in marketing and branding literature, while 
researchers discussed trust in terms of dimensions, the construct was mostly 
operationalised as a unidimensional construct (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; He, Li 
& Harris 2012; Hess & Story 2005; Moorman, Zaltman & Deshpande 1992; Morgan 
& Hunt 1994).  
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Even in a study, Delgado-Ballester and colleagues distinguished brand reliability and 
brand intentions, however exploratory factor analysis results indicated only one 
dimension of brand trust (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001). Indeed, both 
dimensions concerns with confidence expectations of brand future’s actions. In 
addition, Hair et al. (2010) noted that second-order constructs are more conceptually 
complex and that it is difficult to diagnose the construct as it becomes further 
removed from the tangible measured items. Moreover, the use of second-order 
reflective (latent) measurement model can create more potential for unidentified or 
improper confirmatory factor analysis solutions if there is fewer than three first-order 
factor (Hair et al. 2010), which is the case if brand trust is to be decomposed into two 
dimensions brand reliability and brand intentions. . 
Another question that needs to be addressed is whether brand trust is formative or 
reflective. The answer to this question is of importance since different validation 
process is required for formative measurement models (Hair et al. 2010). Underlying 
brand trust as an expectancy is a sense of predictability that the brand fulfils 
consumer’s needs in consistently positive ways or going to act towards consumer’s 
interests (Delgado-Ballester 2004; Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-
Guillén 2003). This implies consumers hold trust and act on it in the present with the 
confident expectations that future events will prove them to be correct (Delgado-
Ballester, Munuera-Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003). In addition, the studies of 
Delgado-Ballester and colleagues reported internal consistency (reliability) 
properties of trust scale (Delgado-Ballester 2004; Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-
Alemán & Yagüe-Guillén 2003), which is only appropriate for reflective 
measurement model (Hair et al. 2010). Indeed, Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán 
and Yagüe-Guillén (2003) referred brand trust as a latent variable, the notion of 
which is regarded as the cause of measured indicators and implies a reflective 
measurement model (DeVellis 2012; Hair et al. 2010). On the basis of this 
discussion, trust is reflected in the confidence of brand’s future performances or 
intentions and measured using a first-order reflective measurement model.  
From the in-depth interviews, participants’ thoughts about and evaluations of their 
preferred or mostly-used brands as if they were living entities allude to the concept 
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of brand trust. Most participants indicated that brands helped them feel confident. 
They also found that their brands were reliable, delivered promises, never failed to 
keep promises, and suited them. These evaluations resemble items of trust, discussed 
above (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). They also imply the relevance 
of brand trust in the Vietnamese context. Building on the review and discussion of 
prior research and considering the results from the qualitative stage, this study 
decided to adopt Delgado-Ballester’s (2004) brand trust scale to measure brand trust 
as a unidimensional, reflective model. The indicators of brand trust with their 
wording and respective codes are presented in Table 4-2. 
Table 4-2. Indicators of brand trust 
Code Items 
trr1 X is a brand name that meets my expectations 
trr2 I feel confidence in X brand name 
trr3 X is a brand name that never disappoints me 
trr4 X brand name guarantees satisfaction 
tri1 X brand name would be honest and sincere in addressing my concerns 
tri2 I could rely on X brand name to solve the problem with the product 
tri3 X brand name would make any effort to satisfy me. 
tri4 X brand name would compensate me in some way for the problem with the 
product. 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
4.5.1.3 Brand relationship quality 
Brand relationship quality in this research is a second-order construct comprising 
love/passion, intimacy and interdependence. Since Fournier’s Fournier (1998) paper, 
several researchers have adapted her (i.e. Fournier (1994)) original set of scales with 
different combinations of items (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008; Kressmann et al. 2006; Park, J-W, Kim & Kim 2002; 
Thorbjørnsen et al. 2002). More recently, Fournier (2009) has proposed a revised 
scale for her brand relationship quality dimensions, derived from a survey of 2,250 
respondents using a 3 (packaged goods, services, durables) × 2 (product categories) × 
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3 (brands) research design, ‘the most recent and available scale work’ (Fournier, 
personal communication, June 03, 2014). Fournier’s (2009) brand relationship 
quality includes similar dimensions to her original 1998 paper: interdependence, 
love/passion, commitment, partner quality, self-connection and intimacy. It should be 
noted that Fournier (2009, p. 9) indicated that her survey results provided 
‘preliminary support for the convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity of 
brand relationship quality, and its distinction from similar concepts of loyalty, 
satisfaction, and brand attitude’. This implies that the scale should be subjected to 
further empirical examination.  
It is suggested that a fundamental step in instrument development is to ensure content 
validity (Mastaglia, Toye & Kristjanson 2003). Content validity refers to ‘the extent 
to which empirical measurement reflects a specific domain of content’ (Hoskisson et 
al. 1993, p. 217). Content validation is particularly challenging for constructs with 
unclear definitional boundaries or varied definitions (Ding & Hershberger 2002). 
Different scales can be developed on the basis of divergent ideas about the domain 
and facets of social support (Haynes, Richard & Kubany 1995).  This the case of 
consumer – brand relationship domain in which the emerging research attention 
contributes to the richness of the concept, but unfortunately there is lack of common 
definition and measurement scale to capture brand relationship quality (Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008; Bruhn et al. 2012; Dimitriadis & Papista 2011). This caused 
difficulty to assess content validity just as Bollen (1989) noted that for most concepts 
in social sciences no consensus exists on theoretical definitions, this created the 
burden falls on the researcher not only to provide a theoretical definition of the 
concept accepted by his/her peers.  
However, there are no adequate, definitive criteria with which to evaluate content 
validity (Fitzpatrick 1983; Hoskisson et al. 1993). Bollen (1989) suggested that 
content validity can be assessed qualitatively through ensuring that indicators tap the 
meaning of a construct as defined as defined by the analyst. As DeVellis (2012) 
pointed out, content validity is closely linked with the definition of the construct that 
is being examined in that a scale's items should capture only the aspects of the 
phenomenon that are spelled out in the conceptual definition pertinent to that scale. 
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This research follows a procedure demonstrated by DeVellis (2012) to support 
claims of content validity through the steps to ensure the items are relevant and 
representative in the construct domain of interest.  
For example, for brand relationship quality, firstly the conceptual definition of the 
construct and its dimensions was adopted upon review literature on the construct 
domain (i.e. consumer – brand relationships) and other related domains (e.g. 
relationship marketing and interpersonal relationships). Thus, the concept underlying 
the scale was distinct from, albeit related to, other concepts such as brand 
attachment. Next the existing scales in previous studies applicable to the 
conceptualisation of brand relationship quality and its dimensions were reviewed for 
possible inclusion in the instrument for this research. The pool of scales was 
reviewed by the supervisory panel including two researchers with expertise in 
marketing research and consumer – brand relationships.  
Qualitative stage in this research included interviews with consumers to understand 
aspects captured in their close relationships with brands and to identify the wordings 
they used to describe them. During the in-depth interviews, different participants 
expressed different nuances of feeling for brands, from just simply high appreciation 
or liking to emotional loss or feeling the lack of something when brands were no 
longer available. Some participants perceived that brands understood them; some felt 
attached to brands due to their daily use. Such results are similar to items used by 
Fournier (2009) to measure brand relationship quality, and imply that this concept is 
relevant in the Vietnamese context.  
Based on literature review and qualitative insights, the scales for brand relationship 
quality dimensions that was developed and validated in Fournier’s (2009) research 
were noted to capture the aspects that were widely validated in several previous 
studies although some item wordings were slightly altered and that was also 
evidenced in qualitative interviews. Reliability (internal consistency) estimates of 
Fournier’s (2009) brand relationship quality dimension were  also examined, just as 
this served as a further check that the items are grouped or linked together 
appropriately as a particular subset of the conceptual domain (Mastaglia, Toye & 
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Kristjanson 2003). This study adopted the scales developed by Fournier (2009) for 
brand relationship quality dimensions being examined. Indeed, these scales presented 
in Fournier’s (2009) paper were the results of her efforts over several years since her 
seminal paper to develop a reliable and valid scale for measuring brand relationship 
quality. As discussed in Chapter 2, some dimensions of brand relationship quality 
such as self-connection, partner quality and commitment are conceptually similar to 
brand identification, brand trust and brand loyalty respectively (Dimitriadis & 
Papista 2011; Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005; Kressmann et al. 2006). Taken together, 
this study decided to focus only on three dimensions from Fournier’s (2009) 
research, love/passion, intimacy and interdependence; and to adopt scale items for 
them only. 
An issue that should be addressed is whether BRQ should be a second-order 
construct or could each of underlying dimensions be first-order independent 
construct. in her seminal paper, Fournier (1998) proposed a higher-order construct of 
brand relationship quality that accounts for the relationship facets implying that 
dimensions as indicators of overall brand relationship quality, just as each dimension 
captures specific aspect of relationship strength. Subsequent empirical studies by 
Fournier and others indicated that the relationship dimensions are highly correlated 
(Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Fournier 2009; Kim, HK, Lee & Lee 2005). Breivik 
and Thorbjornsen (2008) examined three different configurations of brand 
relationship quality: reflective second-order model, formative second-order model 
and a model in which each brand relationship quality dimension is an independent 
construct. In both the second and third model, due to high correlation between the 
brand relationship quality dimensions, Breivik and Thorbjornsen (2008) pointed to 
the problem with multicollinearity and suggested that the interpretation of the brand 
relationship quality  in these situations is ambiguous. Moreover, Hair et al. (2010) 
noted that the correlations between independent variables may lead to various 
confounding explanations of findings, thus the decomposition of brand relationship 
quality into independent constructs that are highly correlated may face similar issue. 
It is suggested the consideration of second-order conception should be based on 
theory, empirical evidence of correlation between dimensions and satisfactory 
conditions for identification and good measurement practices (Garver & Mentzer 
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1999; Hair et al. 2010). On the basis of Fournier’s (1998) conceptualisation and prior 
empirical research, this research argued for brand relationship quality as a second-
order reflective construct.  
Love/passion refers to the consumer’s feelings of love for a brand, and captures the 
degree of affect associated with brand attitude (Fournier 1994, 1998). Turning to the 
literature review, it is worth noting the relationships between people are bilateral and 
more complicated than those between consumers and inanimate consumption 
objects, which are typically deemed unidirectional (Shimp & Madden 1988). While 
agreeing that interpersonal relationship metaphor can be useful for characterizing 
consumer-object relations, researchers differed on the extent of the transfer of the 
metaphors to consumer – brand setting (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Fournier 
1998; Shimp & Madden 1988). Love is a complex concept subject to various 
interpretations and therefore difficult to objectively measure and benchmark (Pare, 
Pourazad & Jevons 2015).  
Contrary to some conceptualisations of brand love as a relationship (Batra, Ahuvia & 
Bagozzi 2012; Shimp & Madden 1988), love/passion in this research refers to the 
degree of affect, a love-like feeling (Fournier 1998). The qualitative research by 
Fournier (1998) revealed that when consumers felt strong affection towards their 
brand, they would experience separation distress and feel like they were missing 
something when their brand is not available. Moreover, they may describe their 
brand as being one of a kind, and irreplaceable (Fournier 1998). While Shimp and 
Madden (1988) suggested that the affect manifesting love to objects is similar to 
yearning, Fournier (1998) suggested that this much greater than that in the notion of 
brand preference in that that consumers feel ‘something was missing’. This is 
consistent with interpersonal love that reflects a state of intense longing for union 
with another, and an expressed melancholy and incompleteness when partners are 
separated, and as such separation anxiety have been suggested as indicators of the 
degree of passion existing between relationship partners (Fournier 1994).  
While noting that consumer’s passion to brand does not burn as brightly as passion 
between people, Fournier (1994) qualitative study observed such evidence of 
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fascination (e.g. ‘I have a powerful attraction toward this brand’), exclusivity (e.g. ‘I 
have feelings for this brand that I don't have for many other brands’ or ‘No other 
brand can quite take the place of this brand’), and separation anxiety (e.g. ‘I would 
be very upset if couldn't find or get in touch with this brand when I wanted it’ or 
‘Thought of not being able to use X disturbs me’) in brand-person relationships. It is 
also suggested that products / brands that are rich in hedonic potency or can be 
personalised in light of salient identity concerns generate passionate attachments 
(e.g. ‘I feel that this brand and I were "meant for each other’ or ‘X and I are perfect 
for each other’) (Fournier 1994). It is speculated that marketing programs and 
communications that establish quality advantages, restrict the distribution and 
availability of the product, or encourage the formation of brand usage "cults" 
contribute to the development of passionate attachments (Fournier 1994).  
The love/passion items in this research, adopted from (Fournier 2009)’s brand 
relationship quality scale, were indeed measures drawn from love/passion scale  in 
previous studies (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Fournier 1994; Park, J-W, Kim & 
Kim 2002; Smit, Bronner & Tolboom 2007; Thorbjørnsen et al. 2002). Fournier 
(2009) reported confirmatory factor analysis results of love/passion items with 
standardised factor loadings ranging from 0.83 to 0.88. The indicators of 
love/passion with their wording and respective codes are presented in Table 4-3.  
Table 4-3. Indicators of love/passion  
Code Items 
lp1 X and I are perfect for each other. 
lp2 I really love X. 
lp3 Thought of not being able to use X disturbs me. 
lp4 I have feelings for this brand that I don’t have for many other brands. 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
Intimacy refers to the depth of knowledge between the consumer and the brand 
(Fournier 1994, 1998). Similarly to the discussion about love/passion, some authors 
were concerned whether intimacy can be transferred from interpersonal domain, 
particularly for relationships that are neither strong nor intense (Breivik & 
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Thorbjornsen 2008; Shimp & Madden 1988). In interpersonal relationship, intimacy 
exists when there is deep understanding between relational partners (Aaker, J, 
Fournier & Brasel 2004; Fournier 1994; Monga 2002). An intimate interpersonal 
relationship is one in which deep understanding exists between the partners  
(Fournier 1994). Intimate relationships are developed as both partners define the 
relationship (i.e. the types of relationships) and engage in intimate interactions (i.e. 
displaying intimate behaviours towards each other) (Monga 2002). In the consumer – 
brand setting, Blackston (1992b) suggested the nature of brand relationship is not 
only reflected by how consumers think of and know the brand but also by how they 
perceive the brand thinks of and knows them. In consonance with this, Monga (2002) 
suggested that intimacy should be examined both the consumer's knowledge towards 
the brand and the brand's knowledge towards the consumer, i.e. items should capture 
these kinds of knowledge.  
A common scale for intimacy is lacking in the literature as some items in one 
research were replaced or slightly altered in another, although researchers often 
operationalised intimacy as including items measuring prominent aspects of intimate 
relationships such as  the degree of psychological closeness, the depth of 
understanding, mutual understanding, and openness / self-disclosure, listening, or 
caring between relationship partners (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; 
Thorbjørnsen et al. 2002). Intimacy items in Fournier (1994)’s research assessed only 
consumers’ understanding of the brand (e.g. ‘I know a lot about this brand’; ‘I know 
a lot about the company that makes this brand’; ‘I feel as though I really understand 
this brand’, ‘I know things about this brand that many people just don't know’). 
Subsequently, Fournier and other researchers included items assessing also the 
perceived depth of consumer understanding exhibited by the brand (e.g. ‘really 
understands my needs’) (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004) or perceived brand’s 
actions towards the brands (Thorbjørnsen et al. 2002).  
The intimacy items in this research, adopted from (Fournier 2009)’s brand 
relationship quality scale, were indeed measures drawn from intimacy scale in 
Fournier’s (1994) qualitative study and slightly altered and validated in subsequent 
studies (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Fournier 2009). Fournier (2009) reported 
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confirmatory factor analysis results of intimacy items with standardised factor 
loadings ranging from 0.73 to 0.84. The indicators of intimacy with their wording 
and respective codes are presented in Table 4-4. 
Table 4-4. Indicators of intimacy 
Code Items 
in1 I know X history / background. 
in2 I know what X stands for. 
in3 I know more about X than average consumer 
in4 X really understands my needs for clothing 
in5 X knows me so well and could design product for me 
in6 X knows a lot about me as a person 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
Interdependence refers to the intensity of interactions between the consumer and the 
brand (Fournier 1994, 1998). This means that the consumer’s relationship with the 
brand weaves inextricably into his or her life and the brand has impact on the 
consumer in that the consumer depends on the brand (Fournier 1998; Monga 2002). 
Fournier (2009) reported confirmatory factor analysis results of interdependence 
items with standardised factor loadings ranging from 0.83 and 0.89. The indicators of 
interdependence with their wording and respective codes are presented in Table 4-5. 
Table 4-5. Indicators of interdependence 
Code Items 
dp1 I need X and rely on its benefits 
dp2 X is an integral part of my life. 
dp3 I am dependent on X 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
4.5.1.4 Perceived quality 
Perceive quality refers to the customer’s judgement of the overall excellence and 
superiority of a brand (Netemeyer et al. 2004; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). Several 
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branding studies have been based on Zeithaml’s  (1988) conception of perceived 
quality, operationalising this construct as a higher level of abstraction and an overall 
evaluation rather than as a specific attribute (Dodds, Monroe & Grewal 1991; 
Netemeyer et al. 2004; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). Based on Dodds, Monroe and 
Grewal’s (1991) perceived quality for a product, Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) 
adopted the perceived quality scale for a brand, with six items assessing such  
reliability, functionality, durability and perceived overall quality itself. The first three 
dimensions are argued to be abstract and more common across product categories 
(Garvin 1987; Zeithaml 1988). In addition, perceived overall quality itself is 
considered a dimension of quality because consumers do not always know 
completely product attributes (Garvin 1987). Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) reported 
confirmatory factor analysis results of perceived quality with satisfactory 
psychometric properties for six items, with standardised factor loadings ranging from 
0.60 to 0.93 and construct reliability 0.93. Of the six items, the only negatively-
worded item got the lowest standardised factor loading of 0.60, compared with the 
other items that all exceeded 0.80 (Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000).  
One question that needs to be addressed is whether perceived quality is formative or 
reflective. As presented above, the study of Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) reported 
internal consistency (reliability) properties of perceived quality scale, a criteria that is 
only appropriate for a reflective measurement model (Hair et al. 2010). In addition, 
Garvin (1987) suggested that reliability and durability are closely linked, just as a 
product is likely to be dumped earlier than one that is reliable. This means that 
variations in one dimension are associated with proportional variations in the other 
dimensions as well (Hair et al. 2010). The pattern of indicator moving together is 
consistent with that of reflective measurement models (DeVellis 2012; Hair et al. 
2010). It follows that it is the consumers’ latent perception that drives their 
assessment of a brand with respect to any given dimension rather than the other way 
around. Furthermore, if perceived quality is formative, covariation among indicators 
can pose significant problems relating to multicollinearity (Hair et al. 2010). 
Moreover, in formative measurement model, the indicators items define the construct 
so that an entire account of indicators is needed to fully measure the construct and 
the omission of any indicators alters the nature of the construct (Diamantopoulos, 
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Riefler & Roth 2008; Hair et al. 2010; Netemeyer, Bearden & Sharma 2003). This is 
not necessarily the case with reflective models in which indicators just need to 
represent a reasonable sample that taps the domain of construct (Netemeyer, Bearden 
& Sharma 2003; Nunnally & Bernstein 1994). Just as specific quality attributes or 
aspects differ widely across products (Hair et al. 2010), therefore if perceived quality 
is formative, it is difficult for researchers and managers to generalise about perceived 
quality across product categories (Zeithaml 1988). On this basis, it is argued that the 
perceived quality scale in question is a reflective model. 
Another question that also needs to be addressed is whether perceived quality can be 
hypothesised as second-order construct. If this is the case, there are potential 
concerns such as second-order construct is in general more conceptually complicated 
and can create more potential problems for estimation if there is less than three items 
within one dimension (Hair et al. 2010), which is the case in Yoo, Donthu and Lee’s  
(2000) perceived quality scale with dimensions such as reliability is measured by a 
single item only. Should perceived quality be considered to be second-order, more 
items should be developed for such dimensions. Since it was not the main purpose of 
this research, this research adopted perceived quality as a first-order, unidimensional 
construct. 
It is worth distinguishing the reliability dimension in perceived quality scale and 
brand reliability dimension in the brand trust scale discussed in Section 4.5.1.2. The 
former is a part of the consumer’s perception and evaluation of the brand concerning 
reliability benefits held in memory (Blackston 1992a; Esch et al. 2006). Underlying 
such evaluation is the brand as an object of the consumer’s attitudes (Blackston 
1992a). In perceived quality scale of Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) that is adopted in 
this study, all the items are statements of assessment of only the brand itself and the 
only item concerning reliability benefits measures consumer’s assessment of 
reliability directly (‘The likelihood that X is reliable is very high’). Meanwhile, 
underlying brand trust is the relationship between the consumer and the brand 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001; Esch et al. 2006). In the brand trust 
scale of Delgado-Ballester (2004) adopted in this study, brand reliability items assess 
consumer’s confidence in the brand’s competences to accomplish fulfil consumer’s 
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expectations and satisfy their needs in consistently positive ways. As such, while the 
dimension names look similar, the two dimensions are indeed conceptually and 
operationally distinctive. Therefore, brand reliability and perceived quality is not 
confounded.  
As mentioned above, this study decided to adopt Yoo, Donthu and Lee’s (2000) 
perceived quality items to measure perceived quality of brand. Further to the results 
from the interviews in the qualitative stage, in which participants listed durability as 
an aspect of perceived quality, this study added the last item, which was actually in 
the original Dodds, Monroe and Grewal’s (1991) scale that Yoo, Donthu and Lee 
(2000) adapted. The indicators of perceived quality for brand with their wording and 
respective codes are presented in Table 4-6. 
Table 4-6. Indicators of perceived quality 
Code Items 
pq1 X is of high quality.  
pq2 The likely quality of X is extremely high. 
pq3 The likelihood that X would be functional is very high. 
pq4 The likelihood that X is reliable is very high. 
pq5 X must be of very good quality. 
pq6 X appears to be of very poor quality. (reverse-worded) 
pq7 X is highly durable. 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
4.5.1.5 Brand loyalty 
Brand loyalty refers to consumers’ biased brand-specific responses over time, 
resulting from psychological processes (Jacoby & Kyner 1973). To ensure content 
validity for the measurement of brand loyalty, the same procedure recommended by 
DeVellis (2012) was applied as discussed in section 4.5.1.3. To elaborate literature 
review, it is noted that that despite all the research interest in brand  loyalty, common 
measurement and clear definition of the concept has been lacking (Knox & Walker 
2001). Brand loyalty has been often as viewed and measured as a behavioural 
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concept, an attitudinal concept, and a composite concept combining both behavioural 
and attitudinal aspects (Jacoby & Chestnut 1978). The third one is adopted in this 
research as defined above. Indeed, several researchers aligned with this composite 
view of brand loyalty (e.g. Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Dick & Basu 1994; Oliver 
1999; Rundle-Thiele & Bennett 2001) despite different approaches to operationalise 
brand loyalty (Knox & Walker 2001). This definition of brand loyalty by Jacoby and 
Kyner (1973) has been deemed a sound conceptualisation for its acknowledgement 
of the possibility of multi-brand loyalty and for its distinction between habit and 
brand loyalty in that the latter is more than preference but a psychological attachment 
which is founded on a longer term, more deep-rooted psychological evaluation 
(Beatty & Kahle 1988; Knox & Walker 2001). 
In operationalising Jacoby and Kyner’s (1973) definition, Knox and Walker (2001) 
argued that brand loyalty is a complex concept that may require both psychological 
(commitment) and behavioural measurements. This is consistent with what some 
researchers emphasised that the concept of brand loyalty is a preference not only 
bolstered by psychological commitment but also aspects relating to attitude strength 
determining repeat purchase and insistence to brand (Tam, Wood & Ji 2009). In 
psychology,  the concept of commitment is defined as ‘the pledging or binding of an 
individual to behavioural acts’, implying that it is  regarded as having intentional 
aspects (Kiesler 1971). In this vein, commitment level is a psychological state 
manifesting the dependence on a relationship, a long-term orientation towards it, 
feelings of attachment to a partner and a desire to maintain the relationship (Beatty & 
Kahle 1988; Mathew, Thomas & Injodey 2012). This aligned with other researchers 
in the area of consumer – brand relationships that commitment refers to the stability 
of the consumer’s attitude towards the brand relationship, and can be seen as the 
intention and dedication to the longevity of the relationship (Thorbjørnsen et al. 
2002). Beatty and Kahle (1988) suggested that brand loyalty include attitudinal 
statements of preference, purchase intention and brand insistence without direct 
measures of actual behaviour. Based on this composite conception of brand loyalty, 
researchers subsequently operationalised brand loyalty to include brand commitment 
and/or behavioural intentions (Beatty & Kahle 1988; Fournier 2005; Oliver 1999; 
Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). Several studies have measured brand loyalty as a 
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unidimensional construct combining items of both aspects (Bloemer, J. & Kasper 
1995; Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Park, S-Y & Lee 2005; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 
2000).  
Further to results from the qualitative stage, participants’ thoughts and feelings 
towards brands resulted in outcomes such as first consideration (for buying or just 
visiting stores carrying these brands) and repeat purchase. However, some 
participants claimed that they were not loyal although they kept repurchasing a few 
brands. The results of the qualitative stage lend themselves to the consideration of 
brand loyalty as including both conative and behavioural measures. Based on prior 
work and considerations of the qualitative stage, the indicators of brand loyalty in 
this research tap both commitment and behavioural intention aspects. 
Brand commitment refers to the psychological attachment or pledging to a brand 
within a product category (Beatty & Kahle 1988; Bloemer, J. & Kasper 1995). 
Beatty and Kahle (1988) developed a scale of three items to measure brand 
commitment (items blc1, blc2 and blc4 in Table 4-7, below). Subsequently this scale 
was adapted in several studies to measure brand loyalty (Bloemer, J. & Kasper 1995; 
Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2001, 2005; 
Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). Beatty and Kahle (1988) reported the results of a 
longitudinal survey which found a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.75 for their three-item scale 
of brand commitment. Based on this scale, Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000) later 
reported a three-item brand loyalty scale resulting from confirmatory factor analyses, 
which showed two items (blc1 and blc3 in Table 4-7) that captured commitment had 
standardised factor loadings of 0.85 and 0.81 respectively. This research has adopted 
the scale for brand commitment used in the studies of Beatty and Kahle (1988) and 
Yoo, Donthu and Lee (2000).  
Turning to behavioural intentions, behavioural intentions refer to the intention to 
repurchase and support the brand (Bloemer, J. & Kasper 1995; Park, S-Y & Lee 
2005; Zeithaml, Berry & Parasuraman 1996). Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman 
(1996) argued that behavioural intentions are indicators of relationship strength 
between customers and the company (Zeithaml, Berry & Parasuraman 1996). Based 
83 
 
on extensive literature review, Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman (1996) suggested 
that loyalty can be manifested in multiple ways, for example by expressing 
preference, saying positive things about brand to the others, recommending brand to 
the others, remaining loyal to the company, or by continuing to purchase brand in the 
future (Zeithaml, Berry & Parasuraman 1996). Prior research has measured the 
aspect of brand loyalty dealing with loyalty intention with items indicating intentions 
to repurchase, to say good things about, and to recommend brands (Park, S-Y & Lee 
2005; Tsai 2011; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000; Zeithaml, Berry & Parasuraman 1996). 
Of those studies, Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman’s  (1996) loyalty intention 5-item 
scale appears to be comprehensive (items bli1, bli2, bli3, bli4 and bli5 in Table 4-7). 
Their research in different service categories reported Cronbach’s alphas for these 
items ranging from 0.93 to 0.94. This study decided to adopt this loyalty intention 
scale to measure the behavioural intention aspect of brand loyalty.  
Two questions that had to be answered are that of whether brand loyalty should be 
decomposed into two independent constructs and that whether it is either second-
order formative or second-order reflective. In the first case, true brand loyalty might 
be confounded with latent loyalty (high commitment / low intention) or spurious 
loyalty (low commitment / high intention) as classified by Dick and Basu (1994). 
Similarly, in case of second-order formative construct, which means brand loyalty is 
consequence of its dimensions,  the same scores of a formative construct may stem 
from different configurations of the construct’s dimensions (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 
2008). It is problematic in that high commitment/low intention and low 
commitment/high intention may achieve similar brand loyalty scores (Knox & 
Walker 2003). 
On the other hand, Breivik and Thorbjornsen (2008)’s research showed that two 
constructs ‘repurchase likelihood’ with items measuring brand preference and 
repurchase intention as well as ‘brand support’ measuring brand recommendation 
and instance, are highly correlated. This implies that all the items may converge into 
a unidimensional construct. The items in those two constructs are similar to items 
adapted to measure brand loyalty in this research as below. In addition, there are 
theoretical and empirical concerns for second-order construct (Hair et al. 2010). One 
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is that the second-order concept of brand loyalty becomes so abstract that it is 
difficult to describe its meaning. Another potential problem is related to 
identification if there are only two first-order factors (brand commitment and loyalty) 
as reflective indicators, failing to meet the requirement for good measurement 
practices. On the basis of this discussion, brand loyalty in this study is measured 
using a first-order reflective measurement model. 
The indicators of brand loyalty combining both commitment and behavioural 
intention aspects with their wording and respective codes included in the instrument 
of this study are presented in Table 4-7. 
Table 4-7. Indicators of brand loyalty  
Code Items 
blc1 I consider myself to be loyal to X. 
blc2 If X was not available at the store, it would make little difference to me to 
choose another brand.  
blc3 If X was not available at the store, I will not buy other brands. 
blc4 When another brand is on sale, I will generally purchase it rather than my 
usual brand. 
bli1 I say positive things about this brand to other people. 
bli2 I recommend this brand to someone who seeks my advice. 
bli3 I encourage friends and relatives to buy this brand. 
bli4 I consider X my first choice to buy clothing. 
bli5 I will buy X the next time I buy clothing. 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
4.5.2 Questionnaire design 
The questionnaire was designed following a four-step procedure suggested by 
Netemeyer, Bearden and Sharma (2003): (1) defining the construct; (2) generating a 
list of items from the literature to match the definitions, comparing and judging the 
items on their psychometric properties, reliability, validity and the accuracy with 
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which they reflect the construct (Bagozzi 1994); (3) refining the scale; and (4) 
finalising the scale.  
In the first and second steps, measurement scales for the constructs under study were 
adopted from the literature. As these scales had been tested in previous studies, and 
the results from the qualitative stage of this study indicated the relevance of the scale 
items to respective constructs, the last two steps were mainly concerned with refining 
and finalising the survey instrument in the Vietnamese language. 
There were 42 survey items belonging to the four first-order constructs (perceived 
quality, brand identification, brand trust, and brand loyalty) and the second-order 
construct (brand relationship quality). To measure the items, a Likert seven-point 
scale was selected, because a seven-point scale sufficiently captures similarities and 
differences meaningful to the participants (Viswanathan, Sudman & Johnson 2004). 
For measuring self-reported beliefs and behaviours, a self-administered questionnaire 
survey is considered an appropriate approach, one widely used in relationship 
contexts (Rundle-Thiele 2005a). This research designed and used a self-
administered, structured questionnaire, in which consumers mostly expressed their 
extent of agreement or disagreement with statements designed to measure the 
constructs under investigation on the Likert seven-point scale. 
The questionnaire was initially designed in English. The researcher then applied the 
forward/back translation procedure proposed by van de Vijver and Hambleton (1996) 
and Craig and Douglas (2005). The original English version was translated into 
Vietnamese by one professional translator and then translated back into English by 
another. Back-translation is necessary to avoid misinterpretation and 
miscommunication, and was important in this case because English is not commonly 
used and understood by consumers in Vietnam. The original and back-translated 
English versions of the questionnaire were compared to ensure the equivalence of 
meanings of all items, and refined as needed.  
A pre-test was then conducted on a sample similar to the participants who would be 
involved in the final analysis (Churchill 1979), following Miller and Mills’s (2012) 
procedure. The researcher approached participants in the same shopping malls in Ho 
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Chi Minh City as in the first stage. Ten participants were recruited for two pre-test 
groups, each consisting of five people. In each group, the researcher began by asking 
the participants to complete the survey. After that, the researcher asked the 
participants to discuss their understanding of the instructions and the wording of the 
questions as well as their opinions about the ease of completing the survey, its length 
and its layout. 
Pre-test participants agreed that the instructions were easy to understand and that the 
wording was easy to understand and answer. Based on the discussions and 
suggestions from participants, improvements were made to the survey questionnaire. 
One was that a sentence was added to the opening instruction, ‘This is a survey about 
your experience with ONE (capitalised and underlined for emphasis) specific brand’, 
to clearly orient the survey respondents from the outset to consider all question-
statements only in relation to the brand they had selected. Second, instead of using a 
solitary ‘X’ in the question-statements to represent each respondent’s selected brand, 
‘Brand X’ was used to ensure responses remained at brand level, in case respondents 
at some time during the survey thought it referred to a specific product bearing the 
brand X. One participant commented that the reverse-worded item of perceived 
quality (‘X appears to be of very poor quality’) might not be relevant because she 
already bought X; however, most participants agreed the inclusion of reverse-worded 
statements would make respondents read each statement thoroughly. For all pre-test 
participants, the layout, format and length of the survey were acceptable. 
The research instrument also included general questions on consumer purchases of 
the product category under study, and asked for demographic information such as 
gender, age, income range, education level and marital status. It also included 
statements constituting a marker variable, used as a remedy against the common 
method bias issue. The common method bias and marker variable are discussed in 
detail in Section 4.5.3. The final questionnaires are provided in Appendix 2 (English 
version) and Appendix 3 (Vietnamese version). 
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4.5.3 The issue of common method bias 
In the literature, common method bias is related to the variance attributed to the 
measurement method rather than to the construct that the measurement manifests 
(Podsakoff et al. 2003). Common method bias is a potential problem because it 
causes measurement errors that provide an alternative explanation of the 
hypothesised relationships between constructs under investigation, threatening the 
validity of the conclusions about these relationships (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 
Based on Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) paper, some likely sources of potential common 
method bias were identified in this research. One of these is the common rater effect, 
caused when the exogenous and endogenous variables are rated by the same person 
(Podsakoff & Organ 1986). Another potential source pertains to the effects of item 
characteristics, for example the use of common scale format (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 
The fact that exogenous and endogenous variables are measured at the same time in 
the same location with the same research instrument can also cause common method 
bias (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 
To control for this, the study followed recommendations by Podsakoff et al. (2003). 
It used procedural remedies, including the assurance of anonymity of responses and 
the pre-testing of the survey questionnaire, to avoid ambiguity and 
miscommunication (Podsakoff et al. 2003). It also used statistical remedy controls 
for common method bias. This research used one traditional statistical remedy, 
Harman’s one-factor test, as an ex post procedure to test for common method bias 
(Podsakoff et al. 2003). While this statistical remedy helps identify problems, it has a 
significant limitation in that it does not partial out method effects (Podsakoff et al. 
2003).  
Following Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) suggestion, this research also used a recently 
popular ex ante statistical remedy, the partial correlation technique (or correlational 
marker technique), which has been argued by researchers to be better in controlling 
for common method variance (Lindell & Whitney 2001; Williams, LJ, Hartman & 
Cavazotte 2010). Specifically, this research used a marker variable with a Likert-type 
multi-item scale unrelated to the substantive constructs under investigation; as such, 
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the correlations between this marker variable and other constructs under 
investigation were expected to be zero (Lindell & Whitney 2001; Williams, LJ, 
Hartman & Cavazotte 2010). Also following the suggestions of Podsakoff et al. 
(2003) and Williams, LJ, Hartman and Cavazotte (2010), this research adapted the 
marker variable with indicators of general affectivity, which refers to one’s affective 
evaluations about oneself and the world in general (Andrews & Crandall 1976; 
Diener et al. 1985; Watson & Clark 1984) (see Table 4-8). 
Table 4-8. Indicators of marker variable 
Code Items 
mk1 I am confident in using computer 
mk2 I enjoy spending time with my family and friends. 
mk3 I am satisfied with my life in general. 
mk4 I am satisfied with the telecommunication service provider I have chosen. 
mk5 As a whole, I feel that life is good. 
Lindell and Whitney (2001) have suggested that the marker variable be located 
immediately before the criterion variable in the questionnaire, to control for possible 
item context effects that may occur only because a predictor variable is located next 
to the criterion variable. Following Lindell and Whitney (2001), the marker variable 
was located immediately before brand loyalty, which was examined as the outcome 
of other constructs in the theoretical model. 
4.5.4 Population and sample size 
The target population for this research included consumers of branded clothing. The 
research surveyed respondents aged 18 or more, because in Vietnam adolescents 
under 18 years old are still dependent on their parents, so few follow fashion trends 
and the vast majority wear tailored or mass-produced school uniforms (Euromonitor 
2014b). As the research focuses on consumer–brand relationships, it was expected 
that consumers would form relationships and identify with fashion brands. In 
Vietnam, outlets for such brands are concentrated in major shopping malls in Ho Chi 
Minh City and Ha Noi.  
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For practical reasons, the researcher decided to approach patrons of eight shopping 
malls in Ha Noi and Ho Chi Minh City for the survey. As data about the malls, such 
as size, were not available, this research considered mall location and popularity, as 
reported in Vietnamese media or industry reports such as Euromonitor (2014c). In 
Ho Chi Minh City the researcher selected two major shopping malls in the city centre 
and three in satellite centres of the city. In Ha Noi, two major shopping malls in the 
city centre and one in a satellite centre of the city were selected. The identification 
and selection of individual respondents in the malls are presented in Section 4.5.5.  
The literature provided some considerations for sample size. Sample size was 
indicated to be a factor affecting the power of structural equation modelling 
(McQuitty 2004), and errors are unavoidable without very large samples (>400) 
(Zikmund 2010). While researchers generally agree that structural equation 
modelling requires a considerable sample size in order to obtain reliable estimates, 
based on large sample distribution theory (Joreskog & Sorbom 1996), they have not 
entirely resolved how large that sample size is (Bagozzi & Yi 2012; Hair et al. 2010). 
According to Hair et al. (2010), the minimum sample size should be between 100 to 
150 responses if using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation method. In the 
literature, an empirical ratio of at least five observations per estimates has also been 
proposed (Bollen 1989). 
Based on the above considerations, this research used a sample of 400 respondents. 
The sample size of 400 is sufficient ‘to obtain parameter estimates with standard 
errors small enough to be of practical use’ (Anderson & Gerbing 1988, p. 415).  
4.5.5 Data collection 
The survey was conducted in Ha Noi and Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam, during June 
and July 2014. These two cities are the centres of the northern and southern regions 
of the long-shaped Vietnam. In conducting the survey, the researcher employed the 
mall intercept method. A local fieldwork agency, Ime Co. Ltd., located in Ho Chi 
Minh City, was commissioned to administer the survey and data entry. This is a 
small company whose clients are mostly local small and medium enterprises and a 
few educational institutions. The role of the agency field staff was to approach 
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participants, obtain consent, distribute and collect the survey questionnaires, check 
for missing responses on the spot and ask participants to fill in any missed questions. 
Five staff from the agency, two in Ha Noi and three in Ho Chi Minh City, were 
involved in administering the survey questionnaires; they were paid by the research 
agency.  
More malls in Ho Chi Minh city were targeted because this is where foreign 
investment where foreign investment into the retailing industry first and most often 
takes place (Euromonitor 2014c). The mall intercept method has the advantage of 
reaching potential respondents quickly and economically, and especially to reach 
them personally (Bush & Hair 1985; He, Li & Harris 2012). However, as mall 
intercept is form of convenience sampling method (Sudman 1980), it is subject to 
potential selection bias (Malhotra 2010). To control for this, criteria were 
established: (1) equal quotas of survey questionnaires for each shopping mall; (2) 
equal quotas of questionnaires to be collected at each shopping mall every day of the 
week. 
The procedure for identifying and selecting respondents in the mall was as follows. 
The field staff approached patrons as they left a retail store and invited them to 
participate in the survey. Once a patron qualified (i.e. aged 18 or above), he/she was 
assured of anonymity and asked to complete the survey questionnaire. When the 
respondent completed the questionnaire, the field force staff checked through to see 
if there were any missing responses and asked the respondent to complete them. 
Then they thanked the respondent and presented a small gift (a small box of coffee), 
which served as a thank-you. To ensure the gift did not affect participation and 
responses, the field staff did not mention the gift until the questionnaire was 
completed.  
4.5.6 Data analysis  
Once the data collection finished, the research agency had the data input using SPSS 
software and handed the SPSS data file and completed survey questionnaires to the 
researcher. Prior to data analysis, common data issues such as data entry errors, 
missing values, data consistency and test for normality were addressed. To control 
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for potential data errors, the researcher selected every 20th case and checked entries 
visually against the corresponding survey questionnaire (total 20 questionnaires, 
accounting for 5%).  
As no data entry error was found, the researcher then ran frequency analyses in 
SPSS. Frequency analyses reported no missing value. Data were also checked for 
consistency with the reversed-scale items of perceived quality (item pq5 and reversed 
item pq6 cannot both be greater than 4); no inconsistent answers were detected. Also 
checked were careless responses in terms of habituation, by examining whether there 
were the same ratings over and over again within one respondent’s response; and in 
terms of acquiescence, by checking if all statements got ratings greater than 4 on the 
7-point scale from one respondent. These checks revealed no inconsistency 
problems. The researcher also examined the univariate normality of the data by 
inspecting univariate skewness and kurtosis indices. Results of frequency analyses 
also that all skewness and kurtosis indices had magnitudes under the acceptable 
limits of 3 and 10 respectively (Kline 2011). 
The data analysis was undertaken using statistical quantitative packages SPSS 22.0 
and AMOS 22.0. This study employed Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step 
approach to structural equation modelling, because it allowed tests of significance for 
all factor loadings, relating the items to underlying construct factors as well as an 
assessment of whether the structural model achieved acceptable fit (Anderson & 
Gerbing 1988). In the first step, the measurement scales were assessed for 
unidimensionality, convergent validity and discriminant validity using confirmatory 
factor analyses. This research first conducted confirmatory factor analyses of 
congeneric measurement models for individual constructs and respecified the models 
if needed until acceptable models were obtained. Next, confirmatory factor analysis 
was conducted for a full measurement model that included acceptable congeneric 
measurement models. In the second stage, structural equation modelling tested the 
theoretical framework and hypotheses, chosen because this technique allows the 
simultaneous estimation of multiple and interrelated dependence relationships and 
furthermore allows the inclusion of latent constructs in the analysis and identification 
of measurement errors in the estimation process (Cooper & Schindler 2011).  
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4.6 Summary 
This study used a mixed methods design combining qualitative and quantitative 
methods, with the latter the dominant approach. The qualitative stage consisted of 
seven in-depth interviews. In the quantitative stage, a survey was conducted with a 
mall-intercept sample of 400 respondents who answered a questionnaire relating to a 
brand they had bought in the last six months. Once the data were input, common data 
issues such as data input errors, missing values, inconsistent answers and univariate 
normality were addressed. This research followed the two-step approach to structural 
equation modelling proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) to assess 
measurement scale and test the theoretical model and hypotheses. Table 4-9 
summarises the scales used for measuring the five constructs in this research. 
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Table 4-9. Summary of scales for five constructs in the model. 
Construct Code Items Sources 
B
ra
nd
 id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n bid1 When someone criticises X, it feels like a personal insult. (Mael & Ashforth 1992) 
bid2 I am very interested in what others think about X 
bid3 X's successes are my successes 
bid4 If a story in the media criticised X, I would feel embarrassed 
bid5 When someone praises X, it feels like a personal compliment  
B
ra
nd
 tr
us
t 
trr1 X is a brand name that meets my expectations (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-
Alemán 2005) trr2 I feel confidence in X brand name 
trr3 X is a brand name that never disappoints me 
trr4 X brand name guarantees satisfaction 
tri1 X brand name would be honest and sincere in addressing my concerns 
tri2 I could rely on X brand name to solve the problem with the product 
tri3 X brand name would make any effort to satisfy me. 
tri4 X brand name would compensate me in some way for the problem with the 
product. 
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B
ra
nd
 re
la
tio
ns
hi
p 
qu
al
ity
 Lo
ve
/p
as
si
on
 lp1 X and I are perfect for each other. (Fournier 2009) 
lp2 I really love X. 
lp3 Thought of not being able to use X disturbs me. 
lp4 I have feelings for this brand that I don’t have for many other brands. 
In
tim
ac
y 
in1 I know X history / background. 
in2 I know what X stands for. 
in3 I know more about X than average consumer 
in4 X really understands my needs for clothing 
in5 X knows me so well and could design product for me 
in6 X knows a lot about me as a person 
In
te
rd
ep
en
-
de
nc
e 
dp1 I need X and rely on its benefits 
dp2 X is an integral part of my life. 
dp3 I am dependent on X  
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Pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
qu
al
ity
 
pq1 X is of high quality.  (Dodds, Monroe & Grewal 
1991; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000) pq2 The likely quality of X is extremely high. 
pq3 The likelihood that X would be functional is very high. 
pq4 The likelihood that X is reliable is very high. 
pq5 X must be of very good quality. 
pq6 X appears to be of very poor quality. (reverse-worded) 
pq7 X is highly durable. 
B
ra
nd
 lo
ya
lty
 
blc1 I consider myself to be loyal to X. (Beatty & Kahle 1988; Yoo, 
Donthu & Lee 2000; Zeithaml, 
Berry & Parasuraman 1996) 
blc2 If X was not available at the store, it would make little difference to me to 
choose another brand.  
blc3 If X was not available at the store, I will not buy other brands. 
blc4 When another brand is on sale, I will generally purchase it rather than my 
usual brand.  
bli1 I say positive things about this brand to other people. 
bli2 I recommend this brand to someone who seeks my advice. 
bli3 I encourage friends and relatives to buy this brand. 
bli4 I consider X my first choice to buy clothing. 
bli5 I will buy X the next time I buy clothing. 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
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Chapter 5 
CONSUMER–BRAND RELATIONSHIPS IN VIETNAM: 
SOME QUALITATIVE INSIGHTS 
5.1 Introduction 
The qualitative stage of this study was based on in-depth interviews conducted to 
determine whether elements (i.e. the constructs) of the model developed for this 
research are applicable in the context of consumer markets in Vietnam, prior to the 
empirical testing of these elements and the model (see Chapters 6 and 7). Chapter 4 
discussed the methodology used to conduct this qualitative stage, and this chapter 
presents the qualitative analysis of the in-depth interviews. First, this chapter 
explains why the qualitative stage was needed in this research, and this will set the 
boundary for analysis. Second, it describes the characteristics of participants. Third, 
this chapter presents results from in-depth interviews, as they relate to specific 
aspects of consumer–brand relationships. These aspects, discussed in Chapter 2, 
include cognitive beliefs, socio-emotive attachments, and behavioural ties; these 
were also construed as key constructs in the hypothesised model presented in 
Chapter 3. Finally, this chapter provides a summary of the findings from the 
qualitative data, confirming the relevance of constructs and the hypothesised 
framework in the context of Vietnam.  
5.2 The purpose of qualitative analysis 
As discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, constructs in the hypothesised model tap into 
aspects of brand relationship strength, which have been well tested empirically in 
developed Western markets (e.g. Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Albert & 
Merunka 2013; Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Hwang & Kandampully 2012; 
Kressmann et al. 2006). While noting that insights into the behaviour of consumers 
in emerging markets are different to those in Western markets and calling for further 
research into emerging markets, Sheth (2011) cited the lack of brand knowledge of 
many consumers in these markets and suggested that marketers focus on strategies to 
97 
 
shape consumers’ expectations rather than to assess them. This seems a logical idea 
in emerging markets where there are consumption of and competition from 
unbranded products (Sheth 2011). 
Experience has shown Western companies that strategies that are successful in 
developed markets do not work well in emerging markets (D'Andrea, Marcotte & 
Morrison 2010). D'Andrea, Marcotte and Morrison (2010) have indicated that 
successful brands are those that show concern for consumers and their values. They 
proposed that in order to win consumers’ affection and loyalty in the fast-changing 
context of an emerging market, marketers should adopt openness and a sense of 
discovery. This is relevant advice for a market like Vietnam where the role of brands 
has only recently become important (Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011).  
It is necessary to determine whether Vietnamese consumers think, feel and form ties 
with brands at the level of lived experience, in the manner that underlies the 
constructs derived from literature based on developed markets. Instead of 
prematurely circumscribing the constructs, thereby precluding their understanding at 
the level of lived experience of the individual consumer, this stage of research was 
designed to be discovery-oriented in nature. As mentioned in Chapter 4, in-depth 
interviews are suitable for this objective at the qualitative stage. The analysis is 
organised around the existing constructs in the model hypothesised in Chapter 3. 
5.3 Participant information 
Seven participants were purposively sampled in shopping malls where a wide variety 
of brands were available (Euromonitor 2014b), a condition that maximised the 
breadth of brand experiences and would be most useful for the analysis. Participants 
were selected across three age groups (20-30, 31-40, and above 40) to see if existing 
constructs were applicable regardless of age, because it has been noted that 
consumers’ motives and brand choices may be different in different life stages 
(Euromonitor 2014b). For example, Euromonitor (2014b) has revealed that young 
females appear to be image-conscious, respond to fashion trends quickly, frequently 
visit shopping malls, and have large disposable incomes since they earn money but 
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do not yet support a family or children. Thus, for the female age group in their 
twenties, the sample included two participants, one aged 20–25 and the other 25–30.  
The sample for the in-depth interviews was made up of four female participants and 
three male participants. Three participants were married and four were single. All 
appeared to identify with a fashion brands. Appendix 4 provides a list of these 
participants with their characteristics. All names included in that list, and referred to 
in this study, are pseudonyms.  
5.4 Results of in-depth interviews 
This section gives an idea of the extent to which aspects of consumer–brand 
relationships, from which the constructs in the hypothesised model of this research 
were construed, are associated with participants’ responses. 
5.4.1 Brand loyalty 
Different participants expressed various nuances of loyalty to their brands. It was 
noted that they exhibited multi-brand loyalty patterns, wherein different brands are 
adopted in response to various occasions and contexts, or including financial 
constraints: 
normally I wear Converse shoes, but when I go party and I don’t have 
business shoes, I wear Adidas. (Participant G) 
I like it [G2000—the brand the participant was talking about] very much but I 
couldn’t buy many of its clothes, because each shirt costs above 1 million 
VND1, even up to 1.5 million VND. (Participant C) 
One participant appeared to be very disinterested in brand relationships, and tended 
to be pragmatic when making buying decisions based on image rather than any 
emotional/relational connections:  
1 One million VND are about 60 AUD (August 2015)  
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I only consider the brands if they have unique design that is suitable to my 
needs, not anything else … Now I don’t have any bias towards any brands. 
(Participant B) 
There were participants exhibiting first consideration of a brand (for buying or 
visiting brand stores):  
I usually join with a female colleague to go shopping together. Each time we 
enter Parkson [the name of shopping mall in Ho Chi Minh City] we always 
say ‘let’s check with Miki to see anything new’. (Participant C) 
when I go to shopping centres I will visit Adidas store first, and then other 
stores. (participant G) 
Some cases (participants or brands) implied a level of loyalty that picked up on love 
or understanding of the brand (aspects of brand relationship quality, discussed in 
Section 5.4.2). For example, some participants exhibited a very distinct level of 
brand loyalty, revealing passionate connections about the brand and recommending it 
stoically: 
Because I’m a loyal consumer of Victoria’s Secret, I somehow think that I am 
its ambassador … Because I’m too loyal to that brand, I think it fascinates me 
and I want my friends, those I love or in my network, know it and try it. 
Therefore sometimes I try to influence them, try to bias them in order for 
them to be in favour of the brand I love. (Participant A) 
I think my brand loyalty is very high [Cartier and H&M—the brands the 
participant was talking about]. For Vietnamese consumers, a lot people buy 
luxury brands but they don’t understand about them and just buy based on 
their favourite. That is another school of people. For me, I love and 
understand the brands; certainly I am loyal to the brands. (Participant D) 
Even when Participant A claimed to be loyal to another brand, Zara, there was no 
sense of devotion as indicated for Victoria’s Secret, and minor transgressions might 
occur to other brands: 
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If Zara dress is not available, I will visit G2000 or H&M, sometimes I can 
buy at Topshop … I am loyal to Zara, too. (Participant A)  
In other cases, participants claimed they were not brand loyal and rather viewed their 
loyalty to a brand as a continuing purchase or consumption: 
I don’t think I have loyalty to brands … If talking about loyalty, then I may 
say Lacoste polo t-shirt is the one that I use continually, long ago till now. 
(Participant E)  
I’m not loyal to brands. I rarely switch brands. (Participant F) 
In some cases, brand loyalty appeared as a result of a brands’ providing ongoing 
satisfaction sought by participants (satisfaction is discussed in relation to brand trust 
in Section 5.4.3). As indicated below, this group explained that continuing 
consumption was driven directly by their need to maintain their social self, with little 
affective bonding to their brands. In one sense this is consistent with the discussion 
in Chapter 3 on the direct impact of brand identification on brand loyalty: 
I don’t say I can’t live without it [Miki—the brand the participant was talking 
about], but I feel satisfied with it … Unless they make me upset or they have 
any change, I will continue to buy and care about it. (Participant C) 
I cannot talk specifically about the affection. But as I use its products, that I 
am satisfied with the products mean that I has affection for the brand … but if 
that a brand cannot maintain what I need [that of belonging to a certain class, 
as quoted later in Section 5.4.4], I won’t continue to buy. If they can maintain 
what they are offering at this time, I will continue to buy. (Participant F) 
It is seen from these comments that the outcomes of brand relationships include first 
consideration, continuing purchase and consumption. However, for some participants 
brand loyalty could reach a higher level of abstraction, as they claimed they were not 
loyal although they kept purchasing the same few brands. 
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5.4.2 Brand relationship quality 
As discussed in Chapter 2, brand relationship quality taps into an emotional 
closeness or bond that characterises the lasting exchange type or the communal type 
of relationship between consumer and brand (Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006). 
The majority of participants showed an extent of closeness with their brands. More 
specifically, some exhibited interdependence with or affection to their brands in the 
hypothetical situation that these brands were no longer available, although the brands 
might not be important to them:  
I have a feeling of missing something…. So without it [Miki—the brand the 
participant was discussing], I may think ‘that’s life’, sometimes we have to 
change, so I will search another new brand for me, but I will a little bit sad 
because I go to the mall very often but now my favourite brand is no longer 
available there. (Participant C) 
I do not feel close to it [Adidas—the brand the participant was discussing] but 
still feel something missing. It is just like I get used to wear it for a long time 
and then without its product, I feel something missing. (Participant G) 
Zara is normal, because I have many types of clothes, for example, dresses 
for party are definitely not of Zara [the participant has described this brand 
for business clothing] … I think if Zara is not available, I have to spend more 
time and I feel not at ease because sometimes alternatives do not fit me … 
That will make me spend a bit more time to find information and to choose. 
(Participant A) 
In one case it was seen that intensity of feelings might imply interdependence rather 
than love/passion, given the situation of the participant who faced financial 
constraints.  
So I think when H&M shut down I will feel sad. Maybe I will cry. If Cartier 
no longer exists, maybe I won’t cry but I will cry for H&M. It is cheap and 
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fashionable. That is the brand I want to buy. No local brands can make me 
feel dependent on like H&M. (Participant D)  
There were cases where participants exhibited some intimacy with or understanding 
of their brands. One participant talked about her relationship with brands as a close 
friendship with two-way communication:  
For example, I usually buy Victoria’s Secret online, so within one month, 
Victoria’s Secret will send me email offering something, asking me whether I 
am looking for this or that, like a friend. Sometimes it calls me to check up, 
ask how I am going, what do I need, and also show what new products they 
have, for example a new collection. I think we have two-way communication 
and both sides can get in touch with each other. (Participant A) 
I think I know clearly about characteristics of the brand [Cartier—the brand 
the participant was talking about] … I have read newspapers and it is said 
that their watches are elegant and of strong personality. (Participant D) 
Conversely, there were cases that exhibited lack of or vague knowledge of brands. 
For example, one participant exhibited quite vague knowledge about her brands and 
even mistakenly thought one of her brands was foreign when it was not. In that case, 
the brand name was not Vietnamese but sounded like foreign words. When asked 
about what they knew their brands, the participants replied:   
Ivy Moda seems to be an imported brand, not a Vietnamese brand, but its 
price is not so expensive [in fact, Ivy Moda is a Vietnamese brand]. 
(Participant C) 
I’ve known Geox [the shoe brand the participant was talking about] for four 
years. I don’t search for its history, or how many product lines it offers. 
(Participant F) 
There were also cases implying the lack of love/passion or interdependence or 
intimacy:  
103 
 
I really know nothing about it [H&M—the brand the participant was talking 
about]. (Participant D)  
I don’t find any differences if I live without them. I will look for other brands 
to replace … I actually do not know much about brands and I also do not care 
much about its development or extinction. (Participant B) 
I do not know about Mulberry. I just like it because I look nice when I use it. 
But I am not kind of addicted to brand and go to research about it. For 
Mulberry I just feel close to me. I will be still Ok if it does not exist anymore. 
I am not addicted. (Participant E) 
During these in-depth interviews, one participant used the metaphors ‘rice’ and 
‘noodle’ to refer to her brands. In Vietnam, one way people describe relationships 
with their partners by using food-related metaphors (Linh & Harris 2009). For 
example, Vietnamese people refer to wives as ‘rice’: that is, the staple they eat every 
day; extramarital lovers are ‘noodles’ (Linh & Harris 2009). Such use of 
interpersonal relationship metaphors for brands suggests the existence of a 
communal type of brand relationship, and implies the relevance of brand relationship 
quality, an important characteristic of this relationship (Bruhn et al. 2012): 
I think it is like a private relationship, for example Victoria’s Secret 
understands me every well and somehow I understand Victoria’s Secret … 
Victoria’s Secret is like rice. Sometimes I can eat noodles, but every day I 
have to eat rice. (Participant A) 
It is seen in these comments that different participants express different nuances of 
closeness with brands, such as understanding brands; two-way communication; 
emotional loss or the feeling of missing something when a brand is no longer 
available. 
5.4.3 Brand trust 
Chapter 2 described how brand trust refers to feelings of confidence in a brand’s 
reliability and intentions, based on the cognitive beliefs about the brand (Delgado-
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Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). In expressing thoughts about their brands, most 
participants implied feelings of confidence, and several explicitly referred to their 
reliability:  
In my perception, Zara promises me professional outfit, professional look, 
then when I shop at Zara, I recognise that professional look, so I think it 
keeps its promise. (Participant A) 
Firstly Adidas brings me confidence when wearing … It creates the feeling of 
safety when I play sport, I don’t have to be afraid of spraining my ankles, or 
something like that … That’s all I expect from a pair of shoes. (Participant G) 
Participants suggested that their beliefs about brands derive from their perceptions of 
quality. This is consistent with the discussion in Chapter 3 on the impact of perceived 
quality on brand trust:  
Because I can understand the products clearly during the long time I use the 
brand. I understand the quality, and I believe in using the products. 
(Participant G) 
Some research has suggested that the perceived quality of a brand is part of brand 
identity, including brand prestige that precedes brand identification (Bhattacharya & 
Sen 2003; He, Li & Harris 2012):  
I assess [perceived quality] via the heritage of the company, for example, if it 
is a company having good brands, then I trust the brands. (Participant A) 
Another participant indicated his feeling of confidence derived from his 
identification with a brand as if with a social identity:  
it also gives me a feel that I am belonging to a certain level in the society, just 
like when you wear a nice pair of shoes to go out, you will feel more 
confident. (Participant E) 
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Perhaps Participant E, cited again below, provides an indication that the connection 
with brands that serve self-definitional needs determines the relationship with the 
brands:  
LV [Louis Vuitton] is premium, but many people use it, then I don’t like LV 
anymore and switch to use Mulberry. It is high-end fashion and few use it. 
When I use the bag, people can know its value. For example, Mulberry helps 
me feel more confident than LV does. (Participant E) 
As mentioned earlier, there were also participants mentioning satisfaction with brand 
benefits, which likely precede their feelings of confidence:   
I feel very satisfied about that brand [G2000—the brand the participant was 
talking about]. For me, when I wear it, I feel very confident. Because the 
form of G2000 is only for young people, it’s not for the older adults. 
(Participant C) 
When I see it [Valentino Rudy—the brand the participant was talking about] 
meets my need [belonging to a certain class], I feel satisfied. When I wear it 
frequently, it becomes my style. Valentino Rudy’s style is elegant. For 
example, in a business meeting, every businessman wears his own ‘branded’ 
clothes that show their class, so I can say Valentino Rudy makes me feel 
confident. (Participant F) 
It can be seen from such remarks that most participants find that brands help them 
feel confident. Participants also noted that their brands were reliable, delivered 
promises, never failed to keep promises, or suited them. Some participants indicated 
ongoing satisfaction of their needs by the brands as their affection for the brands. 
5.4.4 Brand identification 
All participants showed that their connections with products/brands served their self-
definitional goals.  
One participant wanted to express and enhance her own self: 
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Usually my outfits are not feminine, but I feel I am feminine because I am 
wearing underwear of Victoria’s Secret. So I feel I am feminine, I am sexy in 
a way that nobody except me can know. (Participant A) 
Another participant indicated that it was her goal to have a youthful image:  
I feel youthful when I wear them, e.g. a brand that fits me well is Miki. 
(Participant C) 
A female participant aged between 40 and 45 exhibited some nostalgic connections 
with brands. This is understandable because females aged 30–44 are conscious of the 
approaching ‘mid-life’ years and often seek products that will rejuvenate their looks 
(Euromonitor 2014b):  
When I was young, I liked youthful brands, but now I still like youthful 
brand, which is probably because I wanted to express youthfulness when I 
was young and now I also really want to maintain my youthfulness through 
youthful brands. (Participant B) 
Of note is that this perception was not only discussed by female participants but also 
was noted by the males; such as participant E exhibiting a distinctive sense of self 
when he revealed he was more passionate about his own image and opinion than the 
about brands themselves: 
So I cannot feel special when I use LV bag. However, for Mulberry priced 
2000$, when you bring it, people will see you differently. (Participant E) 
Most participants used brands to demonstrate their identification with a social 
identity, such as an affiliation with or sense of belonging to a class or a profession: 
I’d like to show to other colleagues that I’m professional; also because I 
usually interact with customers … I formed associations that Zara is very 
suitable for business clothes, and when I need to buy business suits, I think of 
Zara immediately. (Participant A) 
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In a sense, the surrounding social environment affects choice:  
I looked to my friends and colleagues using brands and wanted to look like 
them [this participant recalled how brands affected her choice when she was 
young]. (Participant B) 
it [Tod’s—the shoe brand that the participant was talking about] also gives 
me a feeling that I am at a certain level in the society … Level means success 
and wealth and use of expensive stuff. (Participant E) 
My working environment mainly includes white-collar workers, not rich 
people or businessmen that I can show that I use this and that upscale brand. 
(Participant C) 
While literature suggests that brand identification requires no formal association or 
belongingness (He, Li & Harris 2012; Kuenzel & Halliday 2010; Lam et al. 2010), 
there were participants who indicated their connections with brands in relation with 
other people, particularly their closest social environment:  
What makes Mulberry [the brand the participant was talking about] special to 
me is that when I bring its bag with me to go out, people commend it … This 
brand just shows that I am fashionable. (Participant E) 
I need proper clothing when I deal with business partners and this brand 
[Valentino Rudy—the brand the participant was talking about] meets my 
need. (Participant E) 
When I choose clothes at Zara, I think they’re good at setting Zara men and 
Zara women [i.e. women’s clothing section and men’s clothing section] next 
to each other. That way is so lovely. On buying, I will envision, for example, 
in case of dating, I and my boyfriend wearing clothes that are not the same 
but have something [i.e. the brand] in common. In the past when I was dating 
with my boyfriend, it’s lovely that those clothes made us look like a couple 
… (Participant A) 
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One participant indicated that he would defend his brands against negative 
information if necessary, even though he claimed he was not loyal to them (see 
Section 5.4.1). This was understandable as he placed importance on his sense of self 
and used brands to enhance that sense: any attack on his chosen brand could be seen 
as an insult to his self: 
For example with Mulberry, if someone talks something wrongly about it, I 
will feel annoyed and argue with him/her … I will react similarly in the cases 
of Zara & Tod’s. (Participant E) 
For most participants an important underlying reason for brand identification was 
their self-definitional goals in relation to others in their close social environment. 
Given the importance of social identity to participants, this research adopted the 
brand identification scale from the social psychology literature, discussed in Chapter 
4. 
5.4.5 Perceived quality 
When asked about their assessment of attributes relating to the quality of fashion 
products/brands, all but one participant suggested design or look as an important 
attribute contributing to quality. Other attributes or benefits included materials, 
colour, durability (also related to materials), and comfort/fit:  
I usually look for anything that has a different design that I have hardly seen 
before. Then, it should be suitable with me in terms of form/shape and colour. 
Finally, I care for the materials as I prefer something that can give me the 
best comfort when for my active movements/activities. (Participant B)  
First I will look into the design, then material to evaluate the product. 
(Participant E) 
Materials, among brands with the same price, I will touch to evaluate whether 
it can be used for a long time … It is not important how long I can use them. I 
want to see it is durable over time. (Participant D) 
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Most participants assessed quality in relation to price. Some suggested that high price 
indicates high quality. Others were split between perceiving quality in relation to 
price and to value:  
I can assess the quality through the price, too. High price relatively, but not 
absolutely, means high quality. (Participant F) 
I don’t like to see I buy a shirt this year and next year open the wardrobe it 
goes bad [sic]. I don’t like that because I think my money does not seem to be 
worth it in that case. (Participant D) 
I only consider the brands if they have unique design that is suitable to my 
needs, not anything else. I even do not care about their price, as long as I like 
it. (Participant B 
Participants assessed quality in relation to brand, with some explicitly naming quality 
as an overall determiner of benefit: 
I believe there is a connection between brand and quality. (Participant E) 
When I assess one product or service, I think the word ‘quality’ is so general, 
so I usually don’t just make evaluation only based on functional benefits … I 
think brand is a guarantee for my choice. (Participant A)  
Furthermore, design/look are clearly related to participants’ self-definitional goals:  
Because I work in an office, I need designs that are suitable to the office, 
meetings, or some serious events. (Participant F) 
I only consider the brands if they have a unique design that is suitable to my 
needs, not anything else. (Participant B) 
Some designs are copies [of other brands] but very nice. I think it [H&M—
the brand the participant was talking about] is suitable, especially to my age, 
when I’m still a student. It’s very suitable for going to school, it’s dynamic, 
youthful and fashionable. (Participant D) 
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Participants suggested a number of attributes for assessing clothing, including 
design, form, colour, material, durability and comfort/fit. Design, form and colour 
appear to relate to look as well as to self-definitional goals. Given the discussion in 
Chapter 2 that a brand’s perceived quality is a global evaluation, this research did not 
consider comfort /fit as a measure of perceived quality. However, durability was 
added as an item related to perceived quality, as discussed in Chapter 4. 
5.5 Summary  
The results of the in-depth interviews led to two main conclusions about the 
proposed model. First, all constructs derived from the literature could be applied in 
the context of Vietnam, as all were exhibited in participants’ thoughts, feelings about 
and commonalities with brands. Second, the results of the interviews were consistent 
with discussions of the hypotheses in Chapter 3. On this basis, there was no need to 
modify the hypotheses.  
The multi-brand loyalty pattern revealed in the interviews is consistent with the 
argument by Fournier and Yao (1997) that it may not be possible to single out one 
brand as offering superior value over another. For example, while Participant A 
claimed to be loyal to two brands, she distinguished between the relationships she 
had with them, using relationship metaphors rice and noodle. In this regard, research 
suggests consumer–brand relationships may be an alternative approach to 
differentiate brands (Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). As such, it was relevant to 
investigate a relationship-building approach to brand loyalty, as in the hypothesised 
model.   
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Chapter 6 
SCALES ASSESSMENT AND REFINEMENT 
6.1 Introduction 
Chapter 4 describes the research methodology used in this research, including the 
measurement scales of constructs and the two-step approach to structural equation 
modelling. This chapter presents the first step, assessing and refining the 
measurement scales based on the survey data through confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA). The second step, testing the structural model, is presented in the next chapter. 
This chapter describes the key characteristics of the sample before presenting the 
background for the scale assessment and refinement. It describes the procedure and 
results of the CFA, undertaken to validate the measurement models, and then 
assesses the potential problem of common method bias, given that the measures of 
the various constructs were derived from self-reported data and the analysis involved 
the interpretation of the relationships between these constructs (Podsakoff et al. 
2003). The chapter ends with a summary of the validation process and results. 
6.2 Sample characteristics 
Table 6-1 presents the characteristics of the collected sample. As mentioned in 
Chapter 4, the survey collected a total of 400 questionnaires, 67.5% in Ho Chi Minh 
City and 37.5% in Ha Noi, the most urban areas in the southern and northern regions 
of Vietnam, where shopping malls are concentrated (Euromonitor 2014b, 2014c). 
Overall, the data showed an over-representation in terms of youth, females and high 
income earners compared with Vietnam’s entire population.  
In the sample, 41.5% of respondents were 18–24 years old, 41% 25–34 years old, 
13% 35–44 years old, and the remaining 4.5% 45–54 years old. This compares to the 
Vietnamese population, distribution of age groups 20–24, 25–34, 35–44 and 44–54 at 
about 10%, 17%, 15% and 11% respectively (General Statistics Office of Vietnam 
2011). Females made up 68% of the sample, but make up 50.5% of Vietnam’s 
population (General Statistics Office of Vietnam 2014). Approximately 30% of 
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respondents had a monthly income of to 5 million VND (about AUD 300) and the 
remaining 70% had a monthly income of more than 5 million VND, the approximate 
average income per capita in Ho Chi Minh City and Ha Noi. In both Ho Chi Minh 
City and Ha Noi, nearly half of population have above-average incomes (General 
Statistics Office of Vietnam 2014). About two thirds of the sample had a university 
degree or higher (66%) and were single (60%).  
Among the brands that respondents selected to answer the survey (and that they had 
bought in the last six months), 51.3% were international and 48.8% were produced 
and marketed by Vietnamese producers. A list of these brands is provided in 
Appendix 5. 
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Table 6-1. Sample characteristics 
 Frequency Percent 
Location   
 Ho Chi Minh 250 62.5 
 Ha Noi 150 37.5 
Age    
 18-24 years old 166 41.5 
 25-34 years old 164 41.0 
 35-44 years old 52 13.0 
 45-54 years old 18 4.5 
Gender   
 Male 128 32.0 
 Female 272 68.0 
Monthly Income   
 Below 5 million VND2 121 30.3 
 5-9.99 million VND 124 31.0 
 10-19.99 million VND 104 26.0 
 20-29.99 million VND 33 8.3 
 30 million VND and above 18 4.5 
Education level   
 Up to high school 53 13.3 
 College / vocational school 84 21.0 
 Bachelor degree 226 56.5 
 Postgraduate 37 9.3 
Marital status   
 Married 152 38.0 
 Single 241 60.3 
 Divorced 2 .5 
 Others 5 1.3 
Brands    
 Local brand 195 48.8 
 International brand 205 51.3 
Note: N = 400 
6.3 Data preparation 
Section 4.5.6, addressed common data issues such as data input errors, missing 
values, and response inconsistency, which must be attended to before analysis begins 
(Cunningham 2010). Potential data input errors were checked by visually inspecting 
2 Five million VND are about 300 AUD (August 2015)  
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the input of every 20th case in the data with the corresponding survey questionnaires 
(20 questionnaires, accounting for 5%). Missing values were checked using 
frequency analyses in SPSS software. Inconsistent responses were checked using the 
reversed items (item pq5 and reversed item pq6 of perceived quality cannot be both 
greater than 4). These checks revealed no examples of these problems. 
6.4 Assessment of measurement scales: background 
This study employed the two-step approach to structural equation modelling 
proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). This approach emphasises the analysis of 
the two conceptually distinct models, the measurement model and the structural 
model (Anderson & Gerbing 1988). Accordingly, in this research, the first step was 
to assess and refine the measurement models that specified the relationships of the 
items (indicators) to the underlying constructs, and the second step was to test the 
structural model (i.e. the hypothesised theoretical model) that specified the 
relationships between constructs adopted from the theory. The two-step approach is 
essential because it ensures the structural model is tested with valid measurement 
scales and acceptable fit, thus allowing a more accurate estimation of the 
relationships between constructs (Anderson & Gerbing 1988; Hair et al. 2010). This 
chapter focuses on the first step, in which the measurement scales of constructs in the 
theoretical model were assessed and validated.  
There are two common methods for assessing and refining measurement scales: 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Despite 
debate on the advantages of these methods, and on which method is more appropriate 
in a specific situation, there is general consensus among researchers that EFA is 
preferred for developing scales and CFA is more appropriate for validating scales 
(Hurley et al. 1997). Hair et al. (2010) have argued that the difference between EFA 
and CFA lies very much with the implementation of the analysis. This research 
employed CFA because it is most appropriate when there is an a priori, theoretically-
driven specification of factors, i.e., the exact number of factors and how these factors 
are related to their items (Brown, TA 2006; Hair et al. 2010). Furthermore, CFA has 
the advantage of testing whether the theoretical structure of the latent construct is 
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supported by the data (Cunningham 2010). Unlike EFA, CFA does not require a 
series of subjective decisions, such as the number of factors or how these factors may 
be identified (Cunningham 2010; Hair et al. 2010). 
CFA provides tests for assessing the key properties of valid measurement models: 
unidimensionality, reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity (Garver 
& Mentzer 1999; Hair et al. 2010). Tests for reliability assume unidimensionality, 
because reliable measurement scales consist of items that measure the same 
unidimensional construct and vary together statistically (Garver & Mentzer 1999). 
Therefore, the unidimensionality test must be undertaken before the reliability test. In 
addition, construct reliability must be achieved before assessing convergent and 
discriminant validity (Hair et al. 2010). In this research, CFA was first conducted 
independently with each latent construct to test unidimensionality and then construct 
reliability (Garver & Mentzer 1999; Joreskog 1993), before conducting CFA for the 
full measurement model and assessing convergent and discriminant validity (Bagozzi 
& Yi 2012; Garver & Mentzer 1999). Details of the CFA process used in this 
research are presented in Section 6.5.  
6.5 Assessment of measurement scales using CFA 
6.5.1 Estimation method and testing of multivariate normality 
AMOS 22.0 statistical software was used to estimate measurement and structural 
models. In order to estimate the parameters in both CFA and SEM steps, this 
research employed the Maximum Likelihood estimation method, which is the most 
reliable and most widely used estimation method in SEM (Anderson & Gerbing 
1988; Hair et al. 2010; Kline 2011). However, a key underlying assumption of this 
method is multivariate normality (Hair et al. 2010). Kline (2011) has suggested that 
in many instances multivariate non-normality may be detected by examining 
univariate normality. Others have pointed out that univariate normality is a 
necessary, but not sufficient, condition for multivariate normality (West, Finch & 
Curran 1995). Even though the distribution of observed variables is univariate 
normal, the multivariate distribution still cannot be multivariate normal (West, Finch 
& Curran 1995) 
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To test for multivariate normality, this research first examined univariate normality 
and Mardia’s coefficient of multivariate kurtosis, provided in the AMOS software 
with a measurement model including all constructs and their items as hypothesised in 
Chapter 3 (Arbuckle 2013; Byrne 2010). These outputs are included in Appendix 6. 
As with the tests of univariate normality in SPSS software presented in Chapter 4, 
there was no serious problem with univariate normality since the magnitudes of 
skewness and kurtosis for each observed variable (item) were below the acceptable 
thresholds of 3 and 10 respectively (Kline 2011). All items except one, pq6, had 
magnitudes of skewness and kurtosis indices much smaller in absolute value than the 
threshold of 2 (Muthén & Kaplan 1985). The multivariate kurtosis statistic (i.e. 
Mardia’s coefficient) was 495.52 with critical ratio t = 81.51, indicating a significant 
departure from a multivariate normal distribution of all the items in the sample at a 
0.05 level of significance (Mardia 1970).  
The research then examined Mahalanobis distance (Mahalanobis d-squared or 𝐷𝐷2), 
also provided by AMOS, to detect potential outliers (Arbuckle 2013; Bollen 1987). 
The output of the observations farthest from the centroid is presented in Appendix 7. 
The larger the distance value, the greater the contribution an observation makes to 
the departure from multivariate normality (Bollen 1989). The literature suggests that 
outliers which contribute most strongly to the departure from normal distribution and 
distort covariance matrix are to be deleted, to bring the sample closer to compliance 
(Bollen 1987; Yuan & Bentler 2001). In the Mahalanobis distance output, the first 
four observations differed markedly from the general run of observations (i.e. a large 
drop from one observation to the next), implying the first four observations were 
potential outliers (Byrne 2010). This research removed these outliers all at once and 
observed the changes to Mardia’s coefficient of multivariate kurtosis and critical 
ratio.  
After four outliers were removed, the multivariate kurtosis statistic was 423.92 with 
critical ratio t = 69.38. This indicated a fair decrease in these values, compared to 
those for the original, but still a significant departure from multivariate normality. 
The Mahalanobis distance output showed that the first two observations dropped 
markedly to the next, and therefore were subject to remove from the sample. After 
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two more observations were deleted, the multivariate kurtosis statistic was 398.86 
with critical ratio t = 65.11. The Mahalanobis distance output showed no 
considerable drop from one observation to the next, implying observations that were 
farthest from the centroid (i.e. the mean centre of all observations) were unlikely to 
be potential outliers (Cunningham 2010). While observations can be deleted until the 
multivariate kurtosis statistic reaches the level where critical ratio is less than 1.96, 
the disadvantage of this is the loss of information and model generalisability power 
(Gao, Mokhtarian & Johnston 2008; Hair et al. 2010).  
To further check for the presence of outliers, this research employed a method 
proposed by Hair et al. (2010). Specifically, t-values were calculated by dividing the 
Mahalanobis 𝐷𝐷2 by the number of observed variables. Hair et al. (2010) has 
suggested a threshold value of 3 or 4 in large samples (N > 400) for designating an 
outlier. In the original sample only the first four observations, as reported above, had 
t-values above 3 but less than 4, and were considered outliers subject to removal. In 
the sample that removed the first four outliers, only the first observation had t-value 
of slightly above 3, and in the sample that removed six outliers, as reported above, no 
t-value was above 3. While the multivariate kurtosis statistic for this sample still 
appeared suggestive of multivariate non-normality (critical ratio t = 65.11) after six 
outliers were removed, it is worth noting that Hair et al. (2010) even suggested that 
the effects of multivariate non-normality is negligible when the sample size is larger 
than 200.  
Given the sample size of 400 and the two methods of detecting outliers, this research 
considered the sample in which six outliers (about 1.5% of the total sample) were 
removed was acceptable, and used it for model estimation and hypothesis testing. 
Literature suggests that the issue of multivariate non-normality can also be addressed 
by bootstrapping, which is a resampling procedure in which a number of subsamples 
are drawn randomly from the original with replacement and these subsamples have 
the same size as the original sample (Schumacker & Lomax 2010). AMOS provides 
bootstrapped standard errors for parameter estimates (Arbuckle 2013). Thus, for 
parameter estimation in CFA this research employed the bootstrap function available 
in AMOS with 100 bootstrap samples, which is the number of bootstraps needed for 
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standard error estimates and tests of significance (Bollen & Stine 1990; Efron 1987; 
Efron & Tibshirani 1985) 
6.5.2 Procedures 
To conduct CFA as discussed in Section 6.5.2, this research first specified the 
measurement models for each of the five latent constructs in the theoretical model. 
Four were first-order reflective constructs: perceived quality, brand identification, 
brand trust and brand loyalty. For each of these, a single-factor congeneric 
measurement model was specified and subjected to first-order CFA (Brown, TA 
2006). A single-factor congeneric measurement model represents the regression of a 
set of items on a single latent factor (Cunningham 2010). All first-order factors had 
more than three items, specifically perceived quality (7 items), brand identification (5 
items), brand trust (8 items) and brand loyalty (9 items), and thereby met the CFA 
requirement for model identification (Kline 2011).  
One construct, brand relationship quality, was viewed as a second-order reflective 
construct that causes three first-order reflective factors namely love/passion, 
intimacy and interdependence, each of which in turn drives the observed indicators 
(items). Thus, brand relationship quality was subjected to second-order CFA (Brown, 
TA 2006). This second-order factor had three first-order factors: love/passion (4 
items), intimacy (6 items) and interdependence (3 items), and so met the CFA 
requirement for model identification (Hair et al. 2010; Kline 2011).  
6.5.2.1 First-order factor estimation 
Four initial first-order measurement models were specified and estimated, then for 
each measurement model the following procedure was performed: first it was 
determined how well the empirical data fitted the hypothetical structure of the latent 
factor (Hair et al. 2010), specifically assessing the goodness (or badness) of fit based 
on Chi-square  𝜒𝜒2 and other measures of close fit including RMSEA, CFI, TLI, and 
SRMR. A brief explanation of fit indices is presented in Section 6.5.3. Second, the 
magnitude and significance of factor loadings, standardised residuals and 
modification indices were inspected to determine the fit of the model’s internal 
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structure (Bagozzi & Yi 1988; Garver & Mentzer 1999; Joreskog 1993). Whether 
model fit is achieved or not, the internal structure fit measures were jointly 
considered as the basis for model modification decisions. 
In particular, the magnitude and statistical significance of factor loadings were 
examined to detect non-significant unstandardised factor loadings or low 
standardised factor loadings with magnitudes below the minimum threshold of 0.5 
(Bagozzi & Yi 2012; Hair et al. 2010). There was also a check for a consistent 
pattern of large standardised residuals that were greater in absolute value than 4.0 
(Hair et al. 2010). Standardised residuals represent the difference between the 
observed sample covariances and the model-implied covariances (MacCallum 1986). 
Next came an inspection of modification indices output. The modification index 
represents the expected drop in the chi-square value if a constrained parameter in the 
model is to be freely estimated in subsequent estimation (Byrne 2010). A substantial 
modification index value of 7.88 was considered to indicate that the model 
modification was in order (Joreskog & Sorbom 1996).  
Any item that failed to meet the required threshold for factor loadings, or that was 
associated with consistently large standardised residual or substantial modification 
indices, was subjected to deletion (Cunningham 2010; Hair et al. 2010; MacCallum 
1986). When model modification was done based on modification indices, one or 
both items of the pair with the largest modification index value were considered for 
deletion: whether one or both items were deleted was determined by trial-and-error, 
by monitoring significant improvements in model fit (Hair et al. 2010). Then each 
modified model was re-estimated, and the procedure was repeated until there was no 
modification required (i.e. the last refined model had satisfactory overall fit indices 
and internal structure fit measures (MacCallum 1986; Silvia & MacCallum 1988).  
Literature describes this as a rigorous CFA approach, in which satisfactory fit indices 
of single-factor congeneric models establish construct unidimensionality (Bagozzi & 
Yi 2012; Hair et al. 2010; Steenkamp & van Trijp 1991). On the basis of the last 
refined model fit, this research also examined composite reliability, of which details 
are presented in Section 6.5.4.  
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6.5.2.2 Second-order estimation  
This section describes the CFA procedure for second-order construct of brand 
relationship quality. Literature suggests that the specification of a factor at higher 
order level requires both theoretical and empirical justifications (Garver & Mentzer 
1999; Hair et al. 2010). Indeed, as discussed in Chapter 2, three dimensions, 
love/passion, intimacy and interdependence, tap into aspects of emotional closeness 
(Fournier 1994). Several studies have investigated these dimensions as first-order 
factors of the second-order construct of brand relationship quality (e.g. Breivik & 
Thorbjornsen 2008; Fournier 2009). With three first-order factors being viewed as 
indicators, the second-order factor also meets the requirement of being statistically 
identified sufficiently for CFA to be meaningful (Brown, TA 2006; Hair et al. 2010). 
As good measurement practice, this second-order measurement model was 
constrained to be congeneric, i.e., there was no cross-loading and no covariance of 
errors within and between dimensions (Hair et al. 2010). 
Empirically, it has been suggested that correlation coefficients between first-order 
factors need to be above 0.70 for the measurement model to be specified at the 
second-order factor level (Garver & Mentzer 1999); thus, the correlations between 
these dimensions was examined. Once the statistical viability of the posited second-
order factor was established (i.e. correlations above 0.70), the second-order model fit 
was assessed and modified if needed, in the way described above for first-order CFA 
(i.e. overall fit indices, standardised factor loadings of the second-order factor and 
first-order factors, standardised residuals, and modification indices were examined). 
Particular attention was paid to the fit index of RMSEA that reflects parsimony 
because a second-order model is more parsimonious than a three-factor model (Hair 
et al. 2010). On the basis of the last refined model fit, the composite reliability of 
both the second-order factor and first-order factors were examined (Brown, TA 
2006)  
6.5.2.3 Full measurement model  
After CFAs for each latent construct were performed, the full measurement model, 
which combined all the last refined models that had good fit indices in the previous 
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step, was specified and estimated in CFA. The fit indices of this model were assessed 
as model modifications might again be done if there were indications that these were 
in order. Scale reliability was then re-assessed, a pre-condition for assessing scale 
validity. Convergent validity and discriminant validity of the scales were also 
assessed, a pre-condition for testing the structural (theoretical) model, presented in 
the next chapter. Details of convergent validity and discriminant validity tests are 
presented in Section 6.5.4. 
6.5.3 Overall model fit measures 
Regarding the assessment of the overall model fit, there are many fit indices 
suggested in the SEM literature (Kline 2011). Among those, the chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) is 
the fundamental measure of overall fit (Bagozzi & Yi 2012; Hair et al. 2010). It tests 
the null hypothesis that the estimated or implied variance–covariance matrix of items 
reproduces the observed or sample variance–covariance matrix (Hair et al. 2010). For 
SEM, a good fit is obtained when the chi-square is not significant, which by 
convention happens when p-value ≥ 0.05 (Bagozzi & Yi 2012; Kline 2011). The chi-
square is the only statistical test for goodness of fit for SEM models (Barrett 2007). 
As suggested by Kline (2011), this research reports the chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) and its 
associated statistics, including degree of freedom (df) and p-value.  
However, the chi-square is highly sensitive to the sample size, and a significant chi 
square statistic is not uncommon (Bagozzi & Yi 2012). In addition to the chi-square 
statistic, this research also employed other close-fit indices recommended in the 
literature, including the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and the Standardised 
Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). These indices are generally recommended, and 
referred to as practical fit indices (Bagozzi & Yi 2012; Garver & Mentzer 1999; 
Kline 2011). They are scaled on a pre-set continuum (0 to1) for easy interpretation, 
and all are relatively independent of sample size effect, thereby meeting the criteria 
for ideal fit indices proposed by Marsh et al. (1998) (Garver & Mentzer 1999). The 
properties of these indices are briefly described below. 
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RMSEA: This index measures the discrepancy between the estimated and observed 
covariance matrices per degree of freedom in terms of the population, not the sample 
(Hair et al. 2010). This index is noted as likely to be influenced by the number of 
estimated parameters in the model (Byrne 2010). An RMSEA of less than 0.06 
indicates a good fit; from 0.06 to 0.08 signifies an acceptable fit; from 0.08 to 0.10 
implies a mediocre fit; anything greater than the maximum limit 0.10 is an indication 
of a poor fit (Hu & Bentler 1999). Given that the literature generally considers an 
acceptable threshold of 0.5 to 0.8 for this index (Garver & Mentzer 1999; Hair et al. 
2010), this research used a cut-off threshold of 0.8 to assess model fit.  
CFI: This index is based on a comparison of the estimated model against the null 
model. It is not particularly sensitive to sample size (Kline 2011). CFI values range 
from 0 to 1, with a higher value indicating better fit. This research used the cut-off 
threshold 0.90 for assessing model fit, as is generally recommended in the literature 
(Hair et al. 2010).  
TLI: This index compares the estimated model fit to a null model, and takes into 
account the model parsimony by assessing the degrees of freedom from the estimated 
model to the degrees of freedom of the null model (Garver & Mentzer 1999). TLI is 
independent of sample size (Anderson & Gerbing 1984; Marsh, Balla & McDonald 
1988). The value of TLI typically ranges from 0 to 1, with a higher value indicating 
better fit (Hair et al. 2010). As with CFI, this research used the cut-off threshold 0.90 
for assessing model fit, as generally recommended in the literature (Hair et al. 2010). 
SRMR: this index is the average standardised residuals between the estimated and 
observed covariance matrices (Hair et al. 2010) This research used the cut-off 
threshold 0.80 for this index, which is generally recommended in the literature (Hair 
et al. 2010; Hu & Bentler 1999). 
6.5.4 Tests of unidimensionality, reliability and validity  
Unidimensionality refers to a set of items with only one underlying latent construct 
(Hair et al. 2010). Literature posits that the unidimensionality of a construct is 
supported by the overall goodness of fit of the measurement model (Garver & 
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Mentzer 1999; Steenkamp & van Trijp 1991). In this research the assessment of the 
unidimensionality of first-order constructs, namely perceived quality, brand 
identification, brand trust and brand loyalty, was based on the fit assessment of 
congeneric single-factor measurement models. For the second-order construct of 
brand relationship quality, the statistical basis of the second-order factor (i.e. 
correlations above 0.70) was first tested, and then the unidimensionality of the latent 
construct of brand relationship quality was tested, based on the fit assessment of the 
measurement model of the second-order factor. 
The reliability property of measurement scales can be estimated by calculating 
composite reliability (Bagozzi & Yi 2012; Garver & Mentzer 1999), (CR—or 
construct reliability), which refers to the reliability and internal consistency of a set 
of items (indicators) representing a latent factor (Bagozzi & Yi 2012; Hair et al. 
2010). Given that literature generally suggests acceptable thresholds of 0.60–0.70 for 
composite reliability (Bagozzi & Yi 1988; Hair et al. 2010), this research decided to 
use the cut-off threshold of 0.70 for composite reliability. The following formula for 
calculating composite reliability was adopted in this research (Fornell & Larcker 
1981): 
CR =  (∑λi)2(∑λi)2+ ∑εi (Equation 6-1) 
where  
CR = Construct reliability 
𝜆𝜆𝑖𝑖 = The standardised factor loading for each indicator  
𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖 = The error variance associated with each indicator. 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖  = 1 −  𝜆𝜆𝑖𝑖2 
Convergent validity refers to the extent to which items of a latent construct converge, 
or share a high proportion of variance in common (Hair et al. 2010). The test of 
convergent validity was done by assessing overall fit of the full measurement model 
as well as the statistical significance of the unstandardised factor loadings and the 
magnitude of the standardised factor loadings (Anderson & Gerbing 1988; Garver & 
124 
 
Mentzer 1999; Steenkamp & van Trijp 1991). The literature recommends a minimum 
acceptable threshold of 0.50 and preferably of 0.70 (Garver & Mentzer 1999; Hair et 
al. 2010), and this research uses a threshold of 0.5 for standardised factor loadings.  
Literature also suggests average variance extracted (AVE), which refers to the 
overall amount of variance in the items (indicators) accounted for by the latent 
factor, as an indication of convergent validity (Hair et al. 2010). The generally 
suggested acceptable threshold is 0.50 for this (Bagozzi & Yi 1988; Hair et al. 2010); 
and this is used in this research. The following formula for calculating average 
variance extracted was adopted (Fornell & Larcker 1981). 
AVE =  ∑λi2
∑λi
2+ ∑εi  (Equation 6-2) 
where  
AVE = Average variance extracted  
𝜆𝜆𝑖𝑖 = The standardised factor loading for each indicator  
𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖 = The error variance associated with each indicator. 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖  = 1 −  𝜆𝜆𝑖𝑖2 
Finally, discriminant validity refers to the extent to which the items representing one 
underlying latent construct discriminate that construct from other items representing 
other latent constructs (Garver & Mentzer 1999). The literature suggests two ways to 
test for this. One is to assess the discriminant validity of factors in a pair by 
performing a chi-square difference test on values obtained from one measurement 
model in which factor correlations are not constrained, and the other from a 
measurement model in which factor correlations are constrained to 1.0 (Anderson & 
Gerbing 1988; Hair et al. 2010). A significant chi-square difference test is indicative 
of discriminant validity (Bagozzi & Phillips 1982).  
The other way to assess discriminant validity, which is adopted in this research, is to 
compare the average variance extracted values for any two factors (constructs) with 
the square of the correlations estimate between these two factors (constructs) (Fornell 
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& Larcker 1981; Hair et al. 2010). Discriminant validity is considered to be achieved 
if the average variance extracted value is greater than the squared correlation value 
(Hair et al. 2010). Literature considers this approach more stringent than that 
described earlier (Hair et al. 2010). Table 6-2 presents a summary of the CFA steps 
and assessments that are involved in each step. 
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Table 6-2. Summary of CFA steps and evaluation criteria 
Steps Tests Criteria 
CFA for 
individual 
scale 
Second-order 
specification (only 
applicable for second-
order factor) 
Correlations between first-order factors  ≥ 
0.70 
Unidimensionality 
 
Overall fit indices 
• Chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) 
• Degree of freedom (df) 
• p-value 
• RMSEA ≤ 0.08 
• CFI ≥ 0.90 
• TLI ≥ 0.90 
• SRMR ≤ 0.08 
Internal structure fit measures 
• Standardised factor loadings ≥ 0.5 
• t-values significant 
• absence of consistent pattern of large 
standardised residuals greater than 4 
• absence of substantial modification 
indices greater 7.88 
 Composite reliability CR  ≥ 0.70 
CFA for full 
measurement 
model 
Convergent validity 
 
Overall fit assessment for full 
measurement model 
Standardised factor loadings ≥ 0.5 
AVE ≥ 0.50 
 Discriminant validity AVE ≥ the square of the correlations 
between two latent factors 
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6.6 Results of CFA for the scales of each latent construct 
Following the procedure and criteria addressed above, this section presents the CFA 
results for each of the five measurement scales used in this study. The results show 
that all measurement scales need modification. As discussed earlier, given the sample 
of 400, for all the scales the chi-square statistics were significant, letting this research 
rely on close fit measures to assess overall measurement model fit. Table 6-3 and 
Table 6-4 present the fit indices and measurement model validation results.  
The results in Table 6-3, and particularly the large drop in degrees of freedom for 
brand trust, brand loyalty and brand relationship quality, show that post hoc 
modifications were employed in order to improve the fit indices, with the deletion of 
a number of indicators from the construct. As mentioned in Section 6.5.2, these post 
hoc modifications were undertaken by deleting either or both items associated with 
modification indices for error covariances with a substantial value, i.e., greater than 
7.88 (Joreskog & Sorbom 1996). Modification indices indicate the minimum drop in 
the chi-square value if the indicated parameter is estimated, rather than assumed to 
be zero (Cunningham 2010; Hair et al. 2010). However, as good measurement 
practice, it is suggested that error terms should not be allowed to be correlated even 
within a construct or dimension, since this could pose threats to construct validity 
(Gerbing & Anderson 1984; Hair et al. 2010).  
As the final decision for item deletion was based on the modification indices, the 
resulting refined scales appear to provide a less comprehensive measure than the 
original set of scales. The next sections discuss in detail the CFA results for each 
construct.  
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Table 6-3. CFA results: Fit indices  
 Initial specified measurement model  Last refined measurement model 
Construct χ2 df p-
value 
RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR  χ2 df p-
value 
RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 
Brand 
identification  
26.50 5 0.000 0.11 0.98 0.95 0.03  1.82 2 0.403 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.01 
Perceived 
quality 
80.85 14 0.000 0.11 0.95 0.92 0.04  16.75 5 0.005 0.08 0.99 0.97 0.02 
Brand trust  326.29 20 0.000 0.20 0.81 0.74 0.09  2.70 2 0.260 0.03 1.00 1.00 0.01 
Brand loyalty 425.41 27 0.000 0.19 0.69 0.59 0.13  5.15 2 0.076 0.06 1.00 0.99 0.02 
Brand 
relationship 
quality   
348.79 62 0.000 0.11 0.89 0.87 0.05  17.23 11 0.101 0.04 1.00 0.99 0.02 
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Table 6-4. Measurement model validation results 
 Initial specified measurement model  Last refined measurement  model 
Constructs / items Factor loadings Std. 
error 
t-value p  Factor loadings Std. 
error 
t-value p CR 
 Unstd. Std.    Unstd. Std.    
             
Brand identification            0.83 
bid1 1.00 0.79 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.85 n/a n/a n/a  
bid2 0.91 0.75 0.06 15.16 ***  0.85 0.75 0.06 14.54 ***  
bid3 1.04 0.81 0.06 16.39 ***  Deleted  
bid4 1.02 0.77 0.07 15.50 ***  0.89 0.71 0.06 13.96 ***  
bid5 0.80 0.64 0.06 12.62 ***  0.75 0.64 0.06 12.38 ***  
             
Perceived quality            0.85 
pq1 1.00 0.79 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.83 n/a n/a n/a  
pq2 1.00 0.69 0.07 14.07 ***  0.91 0.67 0.07 13.48 ***  
pq3 0.93 0.72 0.06 14.66 ***  0.83 0.67 0.06 13.52 ***  
pq4 0.96 0.82 0.06 17.14 ***  Deleted  
pq5 0.98 0.79 0.06 16.56 ***  0.94 0.80 0.06 16.54 ***  
pq6 -0.44 -0.39 0.06 -7.54 ***  Deleted  
pq7 0.86 0.67 0.06 13.50 ***  0.83 0.68 0.06 13.70 ***  
Note: Unstd. = Unstandardised; Std. = Standardised; n/a = not applicable because the unstandardised factor loadings fixed to 1 to set the scale; ***: p<0.001; CR = Composite 
reliability 
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 Initial specified measurement model  Last refined measurement  model 
Constructs / items Factor loadings Std. 
error 
t-value p  Factor loadings Std. 
error 
t-value p CR 
 Unstd. Std.    Unstd. Std.    
             
Brand trust             0.84 
trr1 1.00 0.71 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.75 n/a n/a n/a  
trr2 0.98 0.79 0.07 14.63 ***  1.01 0.85 0.07 15.18 ***  
trr3 1.17 0.81 0.08 14.93 ***  1.07 0.77 0.08 14.25 ***  
trr4 0.99 0.78 0.07 14.51 ***  Deleted  
tri1 0.87 0.70 0.07 13.04 ***  0.77 0.65 0.06 12.01 ***  
tri2 0.77 0.50 0.08 9.27 ***  Deleted  
tri3 0.91 0.62 0.08 11.55 ***  Deleted  
tri4 0.92 0.64 0.08 11.89 ***  Deleted  
             
Brand loyalty            0.83 
blc1 1.00 0.60 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.56 n/a n/a n/a  
blc2 0.02 0.01 0.10 0.20 0.84  Deleted  
blc3 0.21 0.11 0.11 2.00 0.05  Deleted  
blc4 0.35 0.22 0.09 3.96 ***  Deleted  
bli1 1.14 0.78 0.10 11.76 ***  1.28 0.82 0.12 10.94 ***  
bli2 1.06 0.82 0.09 12.06 ***  1.19 0.86 0.11 11.09 ***  
bli3 1.13 0.76 0.10 11.54 ***  1.16 0.73 0.11 10.33 ***  
bli4 0.87 0.54 0.10 8.90 ***  Deleted  
bli5 0.93 0.64 0.09 10.27 ***  Deleted  
Note: Unstd. = Unstandardised; Std. = Standardised; n/a = not applicable because the unstandardised factor loadings fixed to 1 to set the scale; ***: p<0.001; CR = Composite 
reliability 
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 Initial specified measurement model  Last refined measurement  model 
Constructs / items Factor loadings Std. 
error 
t-value p  Factor loadings Std. 
error 
t-value p CR 
 Unstd. Std.    Unstd. Std.    
             
Brand relationship quality                   0.95 
love/passion 1.00 0.90 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.96 n/a n/a n/a  
intimacy 1.16 0.94 0.10 11.10 ***  1.07 0.92 0.09 11.50 ***  
interdependence 0.79 0.90 0.08 9.61 ***  0.74 0.91 0.08 9.46 ***  
             
Love/passion            0.69 
lp1 1.00 0.68 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.70 n/a n/a n/a  
lp2 0.64 0.52 0.07 9.37 ***  Deleted  
lp3 1.10 0.79 0.08 13.50 ***  1.01 0.75 0.08 12.80 ***  
lp4 1.05 0.76 0.08 13.06 ***  Deleted  
Intimacy            0.81 
in1 1.00 0.72 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.75 n/a n/a n/a  
in2 0.75 0.60 0.07 11.31 ***  Deleted  
in3 1.01 0.80 0.07 15.24 ***  0.99 0.82 0.06 15.44 ***  
in4 0.91 0.78 0.06 14.77 ***  0.80 0.71 0.06 13.53 ***  
in5 0.94 0.77 0.06 14.67 ***  Deleted  
in6 0.87 0.72 0.06 13.74 ***  Deleted  
Interdependence            0.72 
dp1 1.00 0.60 n/a n/a n/a  1.00 0.62 n/a n/a n/a  
dp2 1.58 0.87 0.13 12.42 ***  1.55 0.88 0.13 11.62 ***  
dp3 1.46 0.74 0.13 11.33 ***  Deleted  
Note: Unstd. = Unstandardised; Std. = Standardised; n/a = not applicable because the unstandardised factor loadings fixed to 1 to set the scale; ***: p<0.001; CR = Composite 
reliability 
132 
 
6.6.1 Brand identification (BI) 
Brand identification refers to perceived oneness with or belongingness to a brand, 
and thus a psychological intertwining with its fate (Kuenzel & Halliday 2008; Mael 
& Ashforth 1992). As seen in Table 6-3, the data do not fit the model well, 𝜒𝜒2(df = 
5) = 26.50, p <0.001; CFI = 0.98; TLI =0.95; RMSEA = 0.11; SRMR = 0.03. 
Although most of the fit indices were within acceptable thresholds, RMSEA was 
above the acceptable threshold of 0.08 and even exceeded the maximum limit of 1.0. 
All factor loadings were statistically significant and exceeded the minimum threshold 
of 0.5. No consistent pattern of standardised residuals in absolute value greater than 4 
was seen.  
In order to improve model fit, modification indices were examined. Two pairs of 
items were noted to show substantial modification indices (i.e., >7.88) for error 
covariances. Both pairs included item bid3 (‘Brand X’s successes are my successes’), 
so this was seen as a likely offending item and subjected to be removed from the 
scale. Chapter 2 has discussed how consumers identify with brands as with a social 
identity. Some researchers have suggested this item, bid3, might rather represent the 
state that people categorise social identities around them as similar to self-identity 
goals, but do not yet perceive belongingness (Bergami & Bagozzi 2000). This item 
has been excluded from CFA results in some previous studies (Kuenzel & Halliday 
2008, 2010); thus, it seems that the deletion of this item does not significantly affect 
the measurement of the construct domain.  
A re-run of CFA for the refined scale showed that the data fitted the refined solution 
well, as indicated by the following indices: non-significant chi square statistic, 𝜒𝜒2 (df 
= 2) = 1.82, p = 0.40; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = 0.00; SRMR = 0.01 (see 
Table 6-3). The results presented in Table 6-4 show that the scales of the brand 
identification construct meet the requirement for reliability. Composite reliability of 
this first-order construct is above the acceptable level of 0.70. 
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6.6.2 Perceived quality (PQ) 
Perceived quality measures the customer’s judgement of the overall excellence and 
superiority of a brand (Netemeyer et al. 2004; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). As seen in 
Table 6-3, initial results reveal that the data do not fit the model well, 𝜒𝜒2(df = 14) = 
80.85, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.11; SRMR = 0.04. Most fit 
indices were within acceptable thresholds except for RMSEA, even exceeding the 
maximum limit of 1.0. All factor loadings are significant, but the magnitude of the 
negatively-worded item pq6 is below the minimum threshold of 0.5, suggesting it is 
an offending item. CFA for the refined scale excluding this offending item pq6 
revealed a slight improvement in some fit measures, but the data still did not fit the 
model, as seen in the following indices:  𝜒𝜒2(df =9) = 54.91, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.96; 
TLI =0.93; RMSEA = 0.11; SRMR = 0.04. 
In a further attempt to improve overall model fit, modification indices were 
examined, noting that pq4 (‘The likelihood that brand X is reliable is very high’) was 
likely an offending item and should be deleted because it was associated with several 
substantial modification indices, including the largest modification index. As this 
item was about the reliability of a brand, it is generally seen as an outcome of 
perceived quality. The deletion of this item could help ensure conceptual clarity with 
another construct in the theoretical model, brand trust, also consisting of brand 
reliability dimension. The scale was refined further with pq4 being deleted, and the 
model met the requirements of adequate fit as indicated in the following indices:  
𝜒𝜒2(df = 5) = 16.75, p = 0.01; CFI = 0.99; TLI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.08; SRMR = 0.02. 
The results in Table 6-4 show that the scales of perceived quality construct meet the 
requirement for reliability. Composite reliability of this first-order construct was 
above the acceptable level of 0.70. 
6.6.3 Brand trust (TR) 
Brand trust refers to consumers’ confidence of a brand’s reliability and intentions 
(Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005). As seen in Table 6-3, the results 
reveal that the data do not fit the model, 𝜒𝜒2(df = 20) = 326.29, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.81; 
TLI = 0.74; RMSEA = 0.20; SRMR = 0.09. In addition the average variance 
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extracted was 0.49, slightly below the acceptable limit of 0.50. All standardised 
factor loadings were significant and exceeded the cut-off level 0.50. The 
modification indices were examined to diagnose the sources of model misfit. Four 
items, trr4, tri2, tri3 and tri4, were seen as likely offending items as they were 
associated with item pairs showing markedly large modification indices (much 
greater than the substantial value of 7.88). Following the procedure for model 
modification based on modification indices as described in Section 6.5.2.1, the 
measurement model was refined and estimated, with first trr4 and tri3, then tri2, and 
finally tri4 being deleted. The last refined scale was shown to have good fit, as 
indicated in the following fit indices:  𝜒𝜒2(df = 2) = 2.70, p = 0.26; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 
1.00; RMSEA = 0.03; SRMR = 0.01. 
Clearly, item trr4 (i.e. ‘Brand X guarantees satisfaction’) and item tri3 (i.e. ‘Brand X 
would make any effort to satisfy me’) were about satisfaction. While these two items 
were included in the scale that this research adopted, prior research has suggested 
that satisfaction is an antecedent of trust (He, Li & Harris 2012; Hess & Story 2005). 
Both item tri2 (‘I could rely on Brand X to solve the problem with the product’) and 
tri4 (‘Brand X would compensate me in some way for the problem with the product’) 
in some ways refer to consumer–brand interaction in adverse circumstances. As both 
fail to converge with other items, these manifestations of brand trust might not be 
relevant in this research sample.  
The remaining four items were capable of capturing the two facets of brand trust, 
including brand reliability (three items) and brand intention (one item). In several 
other studies, the final scales of trust have included only one item relating to brand 
intention (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Morgan & Hunt 1994; Smit, Bronner & 
Tolboom 2007). Although the final scale was much better than the original scale, 
three of four items of the second facet of brand intention had been deleted, and this 
has to be acknowledged as a limitation of the scale measurement. The results as in 
Table 6-4 show that the scales of the brand trust construct meet the requirement for 
reliability. Composite reliability of this first-order construct is above the acceptable 
level of 0.70. 
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6.6.4 Brand loyalty (BL) 
Brand loyalty refers to the conative/behavioural elements of consumers’ attitudes 
towards brands and thus captures their commitment and behavioural intentions 
towards brands (Bloemer, J. & Kasper 1995; Oliver 1999). As seen in Table 6-3, the 
results reveal that the data do not fit the model, 𝜒𝜒2(df = 27) = 425.41, p < 0.001; CFI 
= 0.69; TLI = 0.59; RMSEA = 0.19; SRMR = 0.13. An inspection of standardised 
factor loadings revealed two items not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, blc2 
(p= 0.84) and blc3 (p = 0.05). These items together with blc4 had standardised factor 
loading magnitudes being well below the acceptable limit of 0.50. The modification 
indices output also shows an extremely large value for the covariances of error terms 
of blc2 and blc3. The scale was refined by deleting all three items. CFA for this 
refined scale showed that some fit indices noticeably improved, as seen in the 
following fit indices: 𝜒𝜒2(df = 9) = 84.14, p = 0.00; CFI = 0.92; TLI = 0.87; RMSEA 
= 0.15; SRMR = 0.06. However, there were indications that further modifications 
were needed because RMSEA and TLI did not meet the criteria for adequate fit.  
Just as in this refined measurement model all standardised factor loadings were 
significant at alpha <0.001 and all exceeded 0.50, this research looked to 
modification indices as the basis for further scale refinement. Modification indices 
output showed the error term of item bli4 covaried highly with most items of the just 
refined scale, and the modification indices for those error covariances had values 
larger than 7.88. The largest value was that of error covariances between items bli4 
and bli5. As per the procedure described in Section 6.5.2.1, model modifications 
were subsequently done, first with the deletion of bli4, and then of bli5.  
The last refined measurement model revealed that the fit indices met the 
requirements of adequate fit, as seen in the following indices:  𝜒𝜒2(df =2) = 5.15, p = 
0.076; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.06; SRMR = 0.02. In the final scale (i.e. 
the last refined model), the remaining four items were still capable of capturing two 
facets of brand loyalty: brand commitment (1 item) and behavioural intention (3 
items). The remaining item blc1 (‘I consider myself to be loyal to brand X’) is the 
only item that has consistently appeared in validated scales in several previous 
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empirical studies (Fournier 1994; Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011; Yoo & Donthu 
2001; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). Although the final scale is much better than the 
original scale, three out of four items of the first facet of brand commitment have 
been deleted, and this needs to be acknowledged as a limitation of the scale 
measurement. The results presented in Table 6-4 show that the scales of brand 
loyalty construct meet the requirement for reliability. Composite reliability of this 
first-order construct is above the acceptable level of 0.70. 
6.6.5 Brand relationship quality (BRQ) 
Brand relationship quality in this research is a second-order construct referring to the 
strength and depth of consumer–brand relationships, and includes love/passion, 
intimacy and interdependence. The results seen in Table 6-5 provide evidence of the 
viability of the second-order factor from a statistical perspective, given that all 
correlations between first-order factors (i.e. love/passion, intimacy and 
interdependence) are well above the level 0.7 for considering a construct as second-
order (Garver & Mentzer 1999).  
Table 6-5. Correlations between brand relationship quality dimensions 
 Interdependence Intimacy Love/Passion 
Interdependence 1.00   
Intimacy 0.85 1.00  
Love/Passion 0.81 0.85 1.00 
As seen in Table 6-3, CFA results for this second-order model reveal that the data do 
not fit the model, given the following fit indices:  𝜒𝜒2(df = 62) = 348.80, p < 0.001; 
CFI = 0.89; TLI = 0.87; RMSEA = 0.11; SRMR = 0.06. Fit indices including CFI, 
TLI and RMSEA just missed the criteria for adequate fit (threshold 0.90 for CFI and 
TLI, and maximum threshold 0.1 for RMSEA). All standardised factor loadings of 
first-order and second-order factors were above the acceptable limit of 0.50. In an 
attempt to improve model fit, subsequent model modifications were undertaken on 
the basis of modification indices as specified in Section 6.5.2.1. Items dp3, in2, lp2, 
in5, in6, and lp4 were subsequently deleted from the scale. The last refined model 
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indicated good fit, as seen in the following indices:  𝜒𝜒2(df =11) = 16.40, p = 0.127; 
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.04; SRMR = 0.02. 
Two dimensions, love/passion and interdependence, each consisted of only two items 
in the refined scale. The items deleted included lp2 (‘I really love brand X’), lp4 (‘I 
have feelings for brand X that I don’t have for many other brands’) and dp3 (‘I am 
dependent on brand X’). The deleted manifestations for love/passion and 
interdependence may not be relevant in this research sample; and there is empirical 
evidence in the literature that consumers’ feelings of love towards brands exist but 
consumers may not use the term ‘love’ explicitly to declare this kind of affect for 
brands (Albert, Merunka & Valette-Florence 2008). This is consistent with the issue 
regarding the use of relationship metaphors in branding contexts, as all consumers 
were willing to accept that they have relationships with brands in the same way they 
have relationships with other people (Bengtsson 2003).  
The remaining three items of intimacy dimension still tapped into two facets of 
intimacy: consumer–brand (two items) and brand–consumer (one item). Although 
the final scale was much better than the initial specified scale in terms of fit, as six 
items had been deleted from three first-order scales this needs to be acknowledged as 
a limitation of the scale measurement. The results presented in Table 6-4  show that 
the scales of brand relationship quality construct and all of its dimensions meet the 
requirement for reliability. Except for love/passion, at just less than 0.70 (CR = 
0.69), the composite reliabilities of the second-order construct and other first-order 
dimensions were all above the 0.70 threshold. 
6.7 Results of CFA for full measurement model 
The fit indices for the full measurement model are good, as seen in the following fit 
indices:  𝜒𝜒2(df =239) = 564.81, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.06; 
SRMR = 0.06. Table 6-6 presents the factor loadings obtained from the CFA results 
for the full measurement model. The final refined scales with item wordings are 
provided in Appendix 8. 
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Table 6-6. Results of full measurement model 
Construct/items Factor loadings Std. 
error 
t-value p CR 
  Unstd. Std.    
Brand identification       0.83 
bid1 1.00 0.81 n/a n/a n/a  
bid2 0.90 0.75 0.06 14.96 ***  
bid4 0.98 0.75 0.07 14.88 ***  
bid5 0.80 0.65 0.06 12.74 ***  
Perceived quality      0.85 
pq1 1.00 0.83 n/a n/a n/a  
pq2 0.91 0.67 0.07 13.71 ***  
pq3 0.84 0.68 0.06 14.01 ***  
pq5 0.93 0.79 0.06 16.92 ***  
pq7 0.84 0.68 0.06 14.18 ***  
Brand trust      0.84 
trr1 1.00 0.76 n/a n/a n/a  
trr2 0.99 0.85 0.06 16.52 ***  
trr3 1.02 0.75 0.07 14.64 ***  
tri1 0.77 0.66 0.06 12.79 ***  
Brand loyalty      0.84 
blc1 1.00 0.62 n/a n/a n/a  
bli1 1.15 0.81 0.09 12.18 ***  
bli2 1.05 0.83 0.09 12.38 ***  
bli3 1.08 0.74 0.09 11.57 ***  
Brand relationship 
quality 
     0.95 
love/passion 1.00 0.95 n/a n/a n/a  
Intimacy 1.09 0.94 0.09 12.02 ***  
Interdependence 0.76 0.91 0.08 10.00 ***  
Love/passion      0.69 
lp1 1.00 0.70 n/a n/a n/a  
lp3 1.01 0.75 0.08 13.01 ***  
Intimacy      0.81 
in1 1.00 0.75 n/a n/a n/a  
in3 0.99 0.82 0.06 15.60 ***  
in4 0.81 0.72 0.06 13.77 ***  
Interdependence      0.72 
dp1 1.00 0.63 n/a n/a n/a  
dp2 1.49 0.86 0.12 12.14 ***  
Note: Unstd. = Unstandardised; Std. = Standardised; n/a = not applicable because the unstandardised 
factor loadings fixed to 1 to set the scale; ***: p<0.001; CR = Composite reliability 
As can be seen in Table 6-6, all five latent constructs have good reliability properties, 
because all construct reliabilities and average variance extracted estimates are above 
the thresholds of 0.70 and 0.50 respectively. The construct reliability of brand 
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relationship quality is 0.95, implying that all dimensions consistently represent the 
same latent construct. In addition, the scales of all first-order factors of the brand 
relationship quality construct have satisfactory reliability properties. The composite 
reliability for the first-order love/passion factor is 0.69, slightly below the 0.7 
threshold but well above the acceptable limit of 0.60 (Bagozzi & Yi 1988; Hair et al. 
2010). Thus, reliability is deemed to have been achieved for all scales of all first-
order and second-order factors. 
For assessing convergent validity, standardised factor loadings were examined. For 
the scales of all five latent constructs, the magnitude of the majority of standardised 
factor loadings exceeded 0.70; six standardised factor loadings fell below 0.7 
[λ(bid5) = 0.65; λ(pq2) = 0.67; λ(pq3) = 0.68; λ(pq7) = 0.68; λ(tri1) = 0.66; λ(blc1) = 
0.62] but were still well above the minimum acceptable level of 0.5 (Bagozzi & Yi 
2012; Hair et al. 2010). There may be concern that the standardised factor loading 
values of individual items that are lower than 0.7 could reduce the average variance 
extracted estimates in according to the Equation 6-2. Bagozzi and Yi (2012) 
suggested that emphasis need to be placed on composite reliability rather than 
individual item reliability. As noted above, all composite reliability estimates of 
latent constructs under investigation are well above threshold of 0.7 (Bagozzi & Yi 
1988; Hair et al. 2010). Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested that on the basis of 
composite reliability meeting threshold requirement, it can be concluded that the 
convergent validity of the construct is adequate. It is noted that average variance 
extracted is a more conservative measure than composite reliability (Fornell & 
Larcker 1981). In this research, as mentioned above, all of average variance extracted 
estimates are above the threshold 0.5 (Bagozzi & Yi 1988; Hair et al. 2010).  
In addition, Hair et al. (2010) noted that for loadings that are lower than 0.7  but 
unless some other evidence suggests they are problematic, they will likely be 
retained to support content validity. This holds true particularly with item that is the 
only indicator of an aspect, such as pq2 captures aspect of functionality, pq7 of 
durability, tri1 of brand intentions, and blc1 of commitment. Furthermore, should 
these individual items were deleted, there would have been identification problem 
such as some scales would have become unidentified due to having less than three 
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items while other constructs such as brand identification, trust, loyalty were just 
identified. As such these items are retained. All factor loadings were significant at p 
< 0.001. For first-order factors of the second-order construct of brand relationship 
quality, only one item had standardised factor loadings below 0.70 [λ(dp1) = 0.63]  
but it was still well above 0.50; all other items exceeded the required level of 0.70. 
dp1 is one of the two items of Interdependence as such deletion making this factor 
become single-item measure  would affect content validity and create identification 
problem (Hair et al. 2010). Thus, the convergent validity is deemed to have been 
achieved for all scales of all first-order and second-order factors. So, while the 
estimates of composite reliability and average variance extracted calculated using 
Equation 6-1 and Equation 6-2 are certainly lower when items with standardised 
factor loadings lower than 0.7 are retained than when they are deleted, the retaining 
of such items does not threaten convergent validity. 
The assessment of discriminant validity was performed by comparing average 
variance extracted estimates with the square of the correlations between the two 
latent constructs. Table 6-7 shows the requirement for discriminant validity is met 
because average variance extracted estimates are greater than the squared 
correlations between two latent constructs. Three first-order dimensions of brand 
relationship quality also have average variance extracted estimates greater than the 
squared correlations between them and other first-order constructs, meaning that they 
are also valid first-order factors of the second-order factor of brand relationship 
quality (Brown, TA 2006). Taken together, the results indicate that valid 
measurement models of latent constructs in this research are confirmed.  
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Table 6-7. Discriminant validity assessment 
  BL TR PQ BI BRQ DP IN LP 
Brand loyalty (BL) 0.57        
Brand trust (TR) 0.46 0.57       
Perceived quality (PQ) 0.30 0.50 0.54      
Brand identification 
(BI) 
0.18 0.16 0.02 0.55     
Brand relationship 
quality  (BRQ) 
0.33 0.32 0.12 0.53 0.87    
Interdependence (DP) 0.28 0.27 0.10 0.44 0.84 0.57   
Intimacy (IN) 0.29 0.28 0.10 0.47 0.88 0.73 0.58  
Love/Passion (LP) 0.30 0.29 0.11 0.48 0.91 0.76 0.80 0.53 
Note: Bold figures on the diagonal are the average variance extracted for the constructs. Correlations 
among first-order factors of the second-order construct of brand relationship quality are shown in 
highlighted grey. 
6.8 Common method bias 
Prior to estimating the theoretical model, this research tested the presence of 
common method bias, which might lead to spurious relationships among the 
variables (Podsakoff et al. 2003). First the widely used Harman’s one-factor test was 
performed (Podsakoff et al. 2003). All 24 items of the valid full measurement model, 
based on the CFA results presented in the last chapter, were subjected to principal 
component analysis using SPSS software (Andersson & Bateman 1997; Aulakh & 
Gencturk 2000). The results indicate the presence of five factors with an eigenvalue 
> 1, which together accounts for 65 per cent of the total variance (see Appendix 9). 
The first factor accounts for only 36 per cent of the total variance. Thus, the test 
shows that no single factor accounts for the majority of the variance; this is an 
indication that common method bias does not pose a serious problem in this research.  
Given that Harman’s test was unable to partial out method effects, a recently popular 
ex-ante statistical remedy, the correlational marker (partial correlational) technique, 
was also applied (Podsakoff et al. 2003). This technique has been argued to be better 
in controlling for common method variance (CMV) (Lindell & Whitney 2001; 
Williams, LJ, Hartman & Cavazotte 2010). As discussed in Section 4.5.3, following 
the suggestions of Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Williams, LJ, Hartman and Cavazotte 
(2010), this research used a marker variable with indicators of general affectivity, 
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which refers to one’s affective evaluations about oneself and the world in general 
(Andrews & Crandall 1976; Diener et al. 1985; Watson & Clark 1984) (see Table 
4-8).  
Following the correlation partialling procedure suggested by Lindell and Whitney 
(2001), a congeneric measurement model including seven substantive first-order 
factors (three of the second-order construct of brand relationship quality and four of 
the first-order constructs of perceived quality, brand identification, brand trust and 
brand loyalty) and the method factor (marker variable) were subjected to CFA (see 
Appendix 10). Correlations between the substantive factors was referred as 
uncorrected correlations or correlations suspected of being contaminated by CMV 
(𝑟𝑟𝑈𝑈) (Malhotra, Kim & Patil 2006). In this procedure, the method factor was assumed 
to have a constant correlation (𝑟𝑟𝑀𝑀) with all substantive factors under investigation, 
and the smallest positive correlations between these factors was a reasonable 
estimate of 𝑟𝑟𝑀𝑀  (Lindell & Whitney 2001). CMV-adjusted correlations (𝑟𝑟𝐴𝐴) (see 
Appendix 11) were calculated between seven substantive factors by partialling out 
𝑟𝑟𝑀𝑀 from the corresponding uncorrected correlations 𝑟𝑟𝑈𝑈 using the formula below 
(Malhotra, Kim & Patil 2006): 
rA =  rU−rM1− rM   (Equation 6-3) 
where  
𝑟𝑟𝑈𝑈 = Correlations suspected of being contaminated by CMV 
𝑟𝑟𝑀𝑀= CMV estimate that equals smallest positive value of  𝑟𝑟𝑈𝑈  
𝑟𝑟𝐴𝐴 = Correlations that were controlled for CMV. 
The mean of changes in correlations of seven substantive factors (i.e. 𝑟𝑟𝑈𝑈 − 𝑟𝑟𝐴𝐴) when 
partialling out the common method effect 𝑟𝑟𝑀𝑀 was 0.07, which can be considered 
minimal and is less than the 0.10 limit (Cohen 1998; Malhotra, Kim & Patil 2006). 
This provided further evidence that common method bias was not a serious problem 
in this research. 
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6.9 Summary 
This chapter focuses on presenting the CFA results to assess and refine the 
measurement scales of all latent constructs of the theoretical model. In the first step, 
four first-order factors (brand identification, perceived quality, brand trust, and brand 
loyalty) and one second-order factor (brand relationship quality) were subjected to 
CFA separately in order to assess unidimensionality and reliability. Eighteen scale 
items were omitted from the refined scales of five latent constructs consisting of 24 
remaining items that met the requirements for unidimensionality and reliability. It 
should be noted that for constructs with more than one component the remaining 
scale items were still capable of capturing, to a limited extent, all the components of 
the construct. The final refined scale of brand trust included three items for brand 
reliability and one for brand intentions; the final refined scale for brand loyalty 
included one item for brand commitment and three for behavioural intentions; and 
the final refined intimacy included two items for consumer–brand intimacy and one 
for brand–consumer intimacy.  
Although the final scales were much better than the initial specified scale in terms of 
fit, this research acknowledges limitations for the scales of three constructs: brand 
trust, brand relationship quality and brand loyalty. In the second step, CFA for the 
full measurement model was performed. Results showed fit indices for the full 
measurement model meet the requirements for adequate fit. Figure 6-1 presents the 
full measurement model with all final refined scales. Tests of convergent validity and 
discriminant validity are satisfactory for all first-order and second-order factors, 
meaning the last refined scales for all constructs in the hypothesised theoretical 
model are acceptable for testing the theoretical model. Table 6-8 presents a summary 
of the properties of the measurement scales. 
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Note: PQ = Perceived quality; BI = Brand identification; TR = Brand trust; BRQ = Brand relationship 
quality; BL = Brand loyalty; LP = Love/passion; IN = Intimacy; DP = Interdependence 
Figure 6-1. CFA result for full measurement model (standardised estimates) 
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Table 6-8. Summary of main properties of the main constructs 
Constructs Number of items Construct 
Reliability 
Validity 
(Unidimensionality, 
convergent, 
discriminant) 
Original Modified 
Brand Identification (BI) 5 4 0.83  
Perceived Quality (PQ) 7 5 0.85 Satisfied 
Brand Trust (BT) 8 4 0.84 Satisfied 
Brand Relationship 
Quality (BRQ) 
  0.95 Satisfied 
- Love/Passion (LP) 4 2 0.69 Satisfied 
- Intimacy (IN) 6 3 0.81 Satisfied 
- Interdependence (DP) 3 2 0.72 Satisfied 
Brand loyalty (BL) 9 4 0.84 Satisfied 
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Chapter 7 
TESTING THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND 
HYPOTHESES 
7.1 Introduction 
Chapter 6 presented the assessment and refinement of the scales, using confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) to validate the measurement scales of the constructs. The 
results provided valid measurement models that can be used in testing the structural 
model. Following the last chapter, this chapter focuses on this second step of 
Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach. It presents the testing of the 
theoretical framework and hypotheses presented in Chapter 3. A report of the 
statistical estimation and assessment of the theoretical model is followed by the 
results of the hypothesis testing. Some descriptive statistics on the summated 
constructs in the theoretical model are presented before the chapter devotes the last 
section to discussing the empirical results.    
7.2 Testing the theoretical model using SEM 
This section presents the procedures and restates what this research has done to 
address the assumptions embedded in SEM. As described in Chapter 4, this research 
performed path analysis using SEM in AMOS 22.0 statistical software to test the 
theoretical model and hypotheses. In this step the refined measurement model and 
the theoretical model were simultaneously tested (Anderson & Gerbing 1988; 
Baumgartner & Homburg 1996). The procedure for this step as follows. Firstly, the 
theoretical model is estimated using the same fit indices and their respective cut-off 
levels as in CFA (Hair et al. 2010). Secondly, the structural paths between latent 
constructs as hypothesised in the theoretical model are examined. 
In Chapter 6 this research addressed the issue of multivariate normality, an 
underlying assumption of the maximum likelihood estimation method also used in 
SEM. The tests resulted in six outliers (the observations farthest from the centroid) 
being deleted from the survey sample. Following the procedure for testing 
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multivariate normality, this issue was rechecked with the final measurement model, 
with the sample used in CFA (N=394) (see Figure 6-1). The multivariate kurtosis 
was 131.286 with critical ratio t = 36.88. The Mahalanobis distance output showed 
no considerable drop from one observation to the next, implying observations that 
were farthest from the centroid  were unlikely potential outliers (Cunningham 2010). 
The t-values that were calculated by dividing the Mahalanobis 𝐷𝐷2 by number of 
observed variables were less than 3, a low threshold in large samples for designating 
an outlier (Hair et al. 2010). Thus, no further outliers were deleted from the sample 
used in CFA in Chapter 6.  
As discussed in Section 6.5.1, the issue of multivariate non-normality can also be 
addressed by using bootstrapping in AMOS (Arbuckle 2013; Schumacker & Lomax 
2010). This research also used the bootstrapping method in the SEM step; however, 
in SEM when estimating path regression coefficients or variance estimates, the 
literature suggests the use of the bootstrap confidence technique, with 1000 bootstrap 
samples and a confidence level of 95% (Bollen & Stine 1990; Efron & Tibshirani 
1985). Following this suggestion, for the SEM step all parameter estimates presented 
in this chapter were obtained from the bootstrap confidence output with bias-
corrected percentile method in AMOS, with 1000 bootstrap samples and 95% 
confidence level (Efron 1987; Stine 1989). The bias-corrected percentile method is 
the better of the two confidence interval methods available in AMOS (Arbuckle 
2013; Preacher & Hayes 2008).   
7.3 Results of structural model estimation 
This section presents the assessment and estimation of the theoretical model. First a 
structural model was specified in AMOS, with the final refined scales of five latent 
constructs, as in the last CFA step, and the relationships between constructs as 
hypothesised in the theoretical model in Chapter 3. In the theoretical model, 
perceived quality was the only exogenous construct and the other four constructs, 
brand identification, brand trust, brand relationship quality and brand loyalty, were 
endogenous. Because the structural model estimation and analysis assumed the 
validity of the measurement model (Byrne 2010), it is reiterated here that the 
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measurement model of SEM in this research was indeed the validated measurement 
model in the CFA step. This means the convergent validity and discriminant validity 
was established for measurement scales of latent constructs in the theoretical model. 
Figure 7-1 presents the results of the SEM estimation for the theoretical model with 
standardised estimate values.  
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 Note: PQ = Perceived quality; BI = Brand identification; TR = Brand trust; BRQ = Brand relationship quality; BL = Brand loyalty; LP = Love/passion;   IN = Intimacy; DP = 
Interdependence 
Figure 7-1. SEM results for theoretical model (standardised estimates) 
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Results show that the theoretical model meets the requirements for adequate fit, as 
indicated by fit indices in Table 7-1. Given the sample size of 394 used in analysis, 
nearly the ideal number of 400 for considering large samples, the chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) 
was expected to be large and statistically significant (Hair et al. 2010). Just as in the 
CFA steps, additional measures of close fit including CFI, TLI, RMSEA and SRMR 
were considered. The explanation of these indices was presented in Section 6.4.3.  
Table 7-1. Fit indices for the theoretical model 
Fit indices Estimates Cut-off level 
Chi-square (𝝌𝝌𝟐𝟐)  565.88  
Degree of freedom (df) 240  
p <0.001  
CFI 0.93 ≥ 0.90 
TLI 0.92 ≥ 0.90 
RMSEA 0.06 ≤ 0.08 
SRMR 0.06 ≤ 0.08 
An inspection of standardised factor loadings of all items in the structural model (see 
Figure 7-1) reveals that most estimates are not different from the respective estimates 
in the final full measurement model (see Figure 6-1) and some changes are less than 
0.01. This provides the evidence of stability among items (Hair et al. 2010). In 
addition, an examination of standardised residuals of the theoretical structural model 
shows that there is no consistent pattern of large standardised residuals in absolute 
value greater than four. This suggests that the theoretical model almost accounts for 
the variation between the measured variables. No modification of the theoretical 
structural model is indicated, given the satisfactory model fit and the absence of 
standardised residuals issues (Schreiber et al. 2006). As well as the model fit 
assessment, Hair et al. (2010) has argued that good fit alone is insufficient to support 
a theoretical model and suggests two other assessments for theoretical structural 
model validity. One is the examination of variance-explained estimates for 
endogenous constructs, and the other is the examination of structural parameter 
estimates (Hair et al. 2010). 
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Variance explained estimate, also referred to in AMOS as squared multiple 
correlation (𝑅𝑅2), indicates the proportion of the total variance of an endogenous 
construct accounted for by its antecedents (Arbuckle 2013; Hair et al. 2010; Joreskog 
& Sorbom 1996). Table 7-2 shows the squared multiple correlations (variance 
explained) of endogenous variables in the theoretical model obtained from AMOS. 
The variance explained estimates of three endogenous constructs, brand trust, brand 
relationship quality and brand loyalty, are above 0.5 (p<0.01). These results indicate 
that the majority of antecedents of these constructs are identified and captured in the 
theoretical model.  
For the brand identification construct, while the variance explained estimate is 
statistically significant at p<0.01, the relatively small magnitude (𝑅𝑅2= 0.02) indicates 
that the theoretical model has not captured the majority of its antecedents. 
Furthermore, the variance explained estimates of all first-order dimensions of the 
second-order brand relationship quality construct are above 0.80 (p<0.05), providing 
evidence that brand relationship quality accounts for the majority of the variance of 
its dimensions. The theoretical model explains 53% of the variation of brand loyalty 
(p<0.01). 
Table 7-2. Variance explained of endogenous constructs and BRQ dimensions 
Constructs / dimensions Squared multiple correlations 
(Variance explained – R2) 
p 
Brand identification 0.02 0.002 
Brand trust  0.60 0.004 
Brand relationship quality   0.62 0.004 
Brand loyalty 0.53 0.007 
Interdependence  0.84 0.003 
Intimacy  0.88 0.002 
Love/Passion 0.91 0.002 
One final assessment of the theoretical model was an examination of regression 
coefficients of the hypothesised structural relationships. Table 7-3 shows the 
estimated unstandardised and standardised structural regression coefficients. The 
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results reveal that all the estimated regression coefficients are in the hypothesised 
direction. All but two are statistically significant at p<0.05 with the magnitude of 
standardised factor loadings ranging from 0.14 to 0.66. Of the two exceptions, one 
structural path from perceived quality to brand loyalty is statistically insignificant at 
p<0.05 with a standardised regression coefficient value of 0.18 (p = 0.070). The 
other structural path from brand identification to brand loyalty is not statistically 
significant (p = 0.512), with the standardised regression coefficient value of 0.06. 
These results in Table 7-3 provide the basis for the testing of the hypotheses 
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Table 7-3. Structural regression coefficients for the theoretical model 
Structural relationships Unstandardised 
Regression coefficients 
 
P 
Standardised regression 
coefficients 
 
P 
Perceived quality  Brand identification 0.20 0.033 0.14 0.034 
Perceived quality  Brand trust  0.72 0.002 0.66 0.002 
Brand identification  Brand trust  0.24 0.002 0.32 0.002 
Brand trust   Brand relationship quality   0.36 0.002 0.34 0.002 
Brand identification  Brand relationship quality   0.48 0.002 0.59 0.002 
Brand trust   Brand loyalty 0.34 0.002 0.38 0.003 
Brand relationship quality    Brand loyalty 0.21 0.012 0.25 0.015 
Perceived quality  Brand loyalty 0.18 0.068 0.18 0.070 
Brand identification  Brand loyalty 0.04 0.503 0.06 0.512 
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7.4 Results of tests of hypotheses  
The standardised regression coefficients obtained from the theoretical model were 
used to test the hypotheses stated in Chapter 3. As Table 7-4 indicates, seven out of 
nine hypotheses are fully supported (or not rejected, for a more statistical term). Two 
paths, one from perceived quality to brand loyalty and the other from brand 
identification to brand loyalty, are not statistically significant at p<0.05, indicating 
that hypotheses H3 and H4 are not supported by the empirical data. The explanation 
of the test results of each of the nine hypotheses is presented below. In addition, 
Table 7-5 presents the decomposition of standardised total effects, direct effects and 
indirect effects that relate to the results of the hypotheses testing. Direct effect is the 
direct path coefficient, whereas an indirect effect is estimated as the product of direct 
effects involved in an indirect path (Kline 2011; MacKinnon et al. 2002; Taylor, 
MacKinnon & Tein 2008). The total effects are calculated as the sum of the direct 
effect and the indirect effects of one variable on another variable (Kline 2011). The 
standardised estimates of these different effects and corresponding two-tailed 
statistical significance were obtained from AMOS (Arbuckle 2013) 
 
.
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Table 7-4. Summary of hypothesis testing results 
H Structural relationships Standardised 
regression coefficients 
P  Hypothesis test 
1 Brand relationship quality   Brand loyalty 0.25 0.015 * Supported 
2 Brand trust   Brand loyalty 0.38 0.003 ** Supported 
3 Brand identification   Brand loyalty 0.06 0.512 ns Not supported 
4 Perceived quality   Brand loyalty 0.18 0.070 ns Not Supported 
5 Brand trust    Brand relationship quality   0.34 0.002 ** Supported 
6 Brand identification   Brand relationship quality   0.59 0.002 ** Supported 
7 Brand identification   Brand trust  0.32 0.002 ** Supported 
8 Perceived quality   Brand trust  0.66 0.002 ** Supported 
9 Perceived quality   Brand identification 0.14 0.034 * Supported 
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05; ns nonsignificant at alpha = 0.05  
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Table 7-5. Decomposition of effects (standardised estimates) 
  Perceived quality Brand identification Brand trust Brand 
relationship quality 
  Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p 
Brand 
identification 
  
Total effects 0.137 0.034       
Direct effects 0.137 0.034       
Indirect effects         
          
Brand trust 
  
Total effects 0.707 0.002 0.315 0.002     
Direct effects 0.663 0.002 0.315 0.002     
Indirect effects 0.043 0.023       
          
Brand relationship 
quality   
Total effects 0.318 0.002 0.697 0.003 0.336 0.002   
Direct effects   0.592 0.002 0.336 0.002   
Indirect effects 0.318 0.002 0.106 0.001     
          
Brand loyalty  
  
Total effects 0.541 0.003 0.356 0.002 0.466 0.002 0.248 0.015 
Direct effects 0.183 0.070 0.063 0.512 0.382 0.003 0.248 0.015 
Indirect effects 0.358 0.002 0.293 0.002 0.083 0.010   
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 Hypothesis 1 (H1): Brand relationship quality has a positive impact on brand 
loyalty 
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from brand relationship 
quality to brand loyalty is in the predicted positive direction and significantly greater 
than zero (β = 0.25, p = 0.015). These results indicate that H1 is supported by the 
empirical data. The results provide empirical evidence suggesting that brand 
relationship quality has positive effects on brand loyalty. In other words, the stronger 
and deeper the relationships, represented by the emotional bond or closeness that 
they have with brands, the more loyal consumers are to the brands. This is consistent 
with prior research such as that by Kressmann et al. (2006), that showed a positive 
effect of brand relationship quality on brand loyalty .  
As presented in Section 6.6.4, the refined scale of brand loyalty in this research was 
reflected by both consumers’ commitment to brands and their actions in support of 
the brands. It should be noted that in this research, items measuring brand loyalty 
with respect to situational influences (e.g. when a brand was not available) were 
deleted from the original scale because of their statistically insignificant or low 
standardised factor loadings. Two items that were purchase-related had also to be 
deleted. Any interpretation of brand loyalty should take into account the deletion of 
these items from the scale.  
In the interpretation of brand relationship quality, it should also be noted that, as 
presented in Section 6.6.5, three factors, love/passion, intimacy and interdependence, 
were indicators of the reflective second-order construct. The results emphasise the 
importance of building strong and deep consumer–brand relationships, characterised 
by building mutual understanding and emotional connection between brands and 
consumers, and weaving brands inextricably into consumers’ daily lives. These 
aspects are very necessary for building and fostering brand loyalty because they are 
the manifestations of strong and deep relationships between consumers and brands.  
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 Hypothesis 2 (H2): Brand trust has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from brand trust to 
brand loyalty is in the predicted positive direction and significantly greater than zero 
(β = 0.38, p = 0.003). These results indicate that H2 is supported by the empirical 
data. The results provide empirical evidence that the more trust consumers have in a 
brand, the more loyal they are to it. This finding is consistent with the empirical 
findings of previous studies, which found that brand trust creates highly valued 
exchanges and consumers are committed to these exchanges (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 
2001, 2002; Hess & Story 2005).  
The results also show that brand trust has an indirect impact on brand loyalty through 
its impact on brand relationship quality, which in turn is a predictor of brand loyalty 
as presented in the results for Hypothesis 1 above (Figure 7-1). This result again 
emphasises the role of brand trust as one of the drivers of brand loyalty. As can be 
seen in Table 7-5, the indirect effects are statistically significant at p<0.05, with a 
95% confidence interval. The magnitude of the indirect effects is 0.08, which can 
likely be considered trivial, following the suggestion by Hair et al. (2010) that 
indirect effects of less than 0.08 are generally not of interest.  
For the sample collected in this research and presented in Section 6.6.3, it should be 
noted that satisfaction is distinct from the construct of brand trust as the two items 
relating to satisfaction had to be omitted from the original scale for brand trust. Two 
items related to brand intentions to support consumers in problem situations were 
also excluded from the final refined brand trust scale. 
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Brand identification has a positive impact on brand loyalty 
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from brand 
identification to brand loyalty is not statistically significantly greater than zero (β = 
0.06, p = 0.512). The results indicate that H3 is not supported by the empirical data. 
This finding means that the effect of brand identification on brand loyalty is 
statistically insignificant, although previous studies have shown a statistically 
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 significant impact of brand identification on brand loyalty (Kim, CK, Han & Park 
2001; Kuenzel & Halliday 2008, 2010).  
A possible explanation is that the impact of brand identification on brand loyalty is 
mediated by brand trust or brand relationship quality. In this respect, the literature 
suggests that mediation is established when the relationships between constructs are 
statistically significant and the direct impact from independent variable to dependent 
variable is reduced or statistically insignificant in the presence of mediators (Baron 
& Kenny 1986; Hair et al. 2010; Jose 2013). Provided that all correlation coefficients 
among the constructs brand identification, brand loyalty, brand trust and brand 
relationship quality are statistically significant at p<0.05 (see Appendix 12), the 
statistically insignificant direct path from brand identification to brand loyalty 
implies a mediation situation, in which the effects of brand identification on brand 
loyalty may be explained by two potential mediators, brand trust and brand 
relationship quality.  
In addition, the literature suggests the use of bootstrapping as an alternation approach 
to assessing mediation (Preacher & Hayes 2008). Bootstrapping generates 
confidence intervals for indirect effects: if the confidence interval around the 
standardised indirect effect does not include zero, the indirect effects are considered 
statistically significant (Cheung & Lau 2008). As presented in Section 7.2, this 
research uses bootstrapping with 1000 bootstrap samples and bias-corrected 
percentile method with 95% confidence interval. The results obtained from AMOS 
output, as seen in Table 7-5, show the statistically significant indirect effects of brand 
identification on brand loyalty. This provides further evidence of mediation.  
It should be noted that this research does not attempt to specify whether mediation is 
full or partial, as recent researchers have suggested this specification is unneeded 
(Kenny 2008; MacKinnon, Fairchild & Fritz 2007; Wood, RE et al. 2008). As 
MacKinnon, Fairchild and Fritz (2007) have argued, it is unrealistic to expect one 
mediator to fully explain the relationship between an independent and a dependent 
variable. Kenny (2008) has argued that as long as the direct impact is estimated and 
not zero, this is a partial mediation. Instead, it has been suggested that to assess 
mediation adequately, researchers also need to examine the specific indirect path 
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 and, specifically, its statistical significance (Brown, RL 1997; Jose 2013; MacKinnon 
et al. 2002).  
The literature has suggested an indirect path only qualifies as a mediation path if all 
direct paths involved are statistically significant (Baron & Kenny 1986; Hair et al. 
2010). As seen in Figure 7-1, there are three indirect paths from brand identification 
to brand loyalty: (1) brand identification  brand trust  brand loyalty; (2) brand 
identification  brand relationship quality  brand loyalty; and (3) brand 
identification  brand trust  brand relationship quality  brand loyalty. All direct 
paths involved in these three sequences are statistically significant (see Table 7-4), 
indicating that all three may be considered mediation paths. 
To assess these paths, this research first calculated the effect size for each, in the way 
mentioned earlier in this section. In order to test the statistical significance of an 
indirect path, this research calculated used the Sobel version of the Sobel test (Baron 
& Kenny 1986; MacKinnon, Fairchild & Fritz 2007) calculating Sobel’s z-value by 
dividing the magnitude of the indirect effect by its estimated standard error (Sobel 
1982). The Sobel z-value is an approximate test statistic for the size of the indirect 
effect of an independent variable on the dependent variable via a mediator (Baron & 
Kenny 1986; Jose 2013). Table 7-6 presented an assessment of individual indirect 
paths from brand identification to brand loyalty, showing that the indirect effects of 
brand identification on brand loyalty mostly come from an indirect path, via either 
brand trust or brand identification.  
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 Table 7-6. Assessing individual indirect effects of brand identification on brand 
loyalty 
Indirect paths Magnitude Std. 
error 
Sobel 
z-value 
p 
Brand identification  brand trust  
brand loyalty 
0.120 0.04 3.13 0.002 
     
Brand identification  brand 
relationship quality   brand loyalty 
0.147 0.06 2.37 0.019 
     
Brand identification  brand trust  
brand relationship quality   brand 
loyalty 
0.026 0.01 2.12 0.035 
As Hair et al. (2010) contended, these kinds of result from post hoc theoretical 
analysis need to be cross-validated for it to be considered reliable.  
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand loyalty  
As Table 7-4 indicates, the standardised regression coefficient of the path from 
perceived quality to brand loyalty is not statistically significant at p<0.05 (β = 0.18, p 
= 0.070), indicating that hypothesis H4 is not supported by the empirical data at the 
alpha level of 0.05. The finding means that the effect of perceived quality on brand 
loyalty is not statistically significant, although prior research has shown a statistically 
significant impact of perceived quality on brand loyalty (e.g. Chen & Tseng 2010; 
Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011).  
As with hypothesis H3, a possible explanation is that the impact of perceived quality 
on brand loyalty may be mediated by brand identification, brand trust and brand 
relationship quality. Provided that all correlation coefficients among the constructs, 
perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand identification, brand trust and brand 
relationship quality, are statistically significant at p<0.05 (see Appendix 12), the 
statistical insignificance of the direct path from perceived quality to brand loyalty 
(p<0.05) implies a mediation situation, in which the effects of perceived quality on 
brand loyalty may be explained by the potential mediators, brand identification, 
brand trust and brand relationship quality (Baron & Kenny 1986; Hair et al. 2010). In 
addition, the results obtained from AMOS output, as seen in Table 7-5, show the 
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 statistically significant indirect effects of perceived quality on brand loyalty, 
providing further evidence of mediation. 
As shown in Figure 7-1, the examination of indirect paths from perceived quality to 
brand loyalty reveal four out of five indirect paths qualified as mediating paths, as all 
direct paths contained in those indirect paths are statistically significant (p<0.05): (1) 
perceived quality  brand trust  brand loyalty; (2) perceived quality  brand trust 
 brand relationship quality  brand loyalty; (3) perceived quality  brand 
identification  brand relationship quality  brand loyalty; and (4) perceived 
quality  brand identification  brand trust  brand relationship quality  brand 
loyalty (Hair et al. 2010). One indirect path, perceived quality  brand identification 
 brand loyalty, involves a statistically insignificant direct path from brand 
identification to brand loyalty (see Table 7-4), and thus does not meet one condition 
of mediation (Baron & Kenny 1986; Hair et al. 2010).  
As for hypothesis H3, the indirect paths mentioned above were assessed. Table 7-7 
presents the results for each indirect path from perceived quality to brand loyalty. 
The Sobel tests of significance show that all indirect paths involving brand 
identification are statistically insignificant at p<0.05, providing evidence that brand 
identification does not act as a mediator. Most indirect effects come from the 
mediating path, perceived quality  brand trust  brand loyalty. This suggests that 
the effects of perceived quality on brand loyalty are mostly mediated by brand trust.  
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 Table 7-7. Assessing individual indirect effects of perceived quality on brand loyalty 
Indirect paths Magnitude Std. 
error 
Sobel 
z-value 
p 
Perceived quality  brand trust  
brand loyalty  
0.253 0.072 3.517 0.001 
     
Perceived quality  brand trust  
brand relationship quality   brand 
loyalty  
0.055 0.025 2.226 0.027 
     
Perceived quality  brand 
identification  brand trust  brand 
loyalty  
0.016 0.010 1.730 0.085 
     
Perceived quality  brand 
identification brand relationship 
quality   brand loyalty 
0.020 0.013 1.561 0.120 
     
Perceived quality  brand 
identification  brand trust  brand 
relationship quality  brand loyalty  
0.004 0.002 1.482 0.140 
     
Perceived quality  brand 
identification  brand loyalty  
0.009 0.012 0.705 0.481 
Hypothesis 5 (H5): Brand trust has a positive impact on brand relationship 
quality  
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from brand trust to 
brand relationship quality is in the predicted positive direction and significantly 
greater than zero (β = 0.34, p = 0.002). These results indicate that H5 is supported by 
the empirical data. The results provide empirical evidence that the more consumers 
trust in brands, the stronger and deeper is the relationship they have with the brands. 
Brand trust is a determinant of brand relationship quality. 
This result empirically supports the contention that brand trust facilitates the 
development of brand relationship quality. Once consumers trust in brands, they 
develop strong and deep relationships with them, reflected in their understanding of, 
affection for, and behavioural dependence on the brands. These findings are 
consistent with previous studies, which have found that brand trust and its 
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 conceptually similar concept, brand partner quality, are predictors of brand 
relationship quality (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Huber et al. 2010).  
Hypothesis 6 (H6): Brand identification has a positive impact on brand 
relationship quality. 
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from brand 
identification to brand relationship quality is in the predicted positive direction and 
significantly greater than zero (β = 0.59, p = 0.002). These results indicate that H6 is 
supported by the empirical data. The results provide empirical evidence that the more 
consumers identify with brands, the stronger and deeper are the relationships they 
have with the brands. The results are consistent with the conceptual delineation and 
qualitative findings of Papista and Dimitriadis (2012), who contended that brand 
identification is a determinant of brand relationship quality. The impact of brand 
identification is further strengthened by the indirect path from brand identification to 
brand trust (β = 0.32, p = 0.002) and then from brand trust to brand relationship 
quality, as presented in H5 above. As seen in Table 7-6, the indirect effect of brand 
identification on brand loyalty through brand trust is 0.12 (p=0.002).   
Hypothesis 7 (H7): Brand identification has a positive impact on brand trust. 
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from brand 
identification to brand trust is in the predicted positive direction and significantly 
greater than zero (β = 0.32, p = 0.002). These results indicate that H7 is supported by 
the empirical data. According to the results, it is evident that the more consumers 
identify with a brand, the more trust they have in it. The result is expected, as brands 
with high reputations are likely to have high levels of consumer trust (Sichtmann 
2007; Walsh et al. 2009). The finding is consistent with the research of He, Li and 
Harris (2012) that revealed the positive effects of brand identification on brand trust.  
Hypothesis 8 (H8): Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand trust. 
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from perceive quality to 
brand trust is in the predicted positive direction and significantly greater than zero (β 
= 0.66, p = 0.002). These results indicate that H8 is supported by the empirical data. 
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 The empirical data provides evidence that the higher the perceptions of quality 
consumers hold for a brand, the more they trust it can be seen in Figure 7-1, 
perceived quality has an indirect effect on brand trust through brand identification. 
Table 7-5 shows that while the indirect effects are statistically significant at p<0.05, 
the indirect effect is 0.04; Hair et al. (2010) have suggested that an effect size of less 
than 0.08 may be considered trivial.  This research provides explicit evidence that 
perceived quality has a direct positive impact on brand trust, as compared with prior 
research on the role of perceived quality in brand trust. For example, as discussed in 
Section 3.3.8, perceived quality has been argued to be part of brand image (Keller 
1993), which precedes brand trust (Esch et al. 2006).  
Hypothesis 9 (H9): Perceived quality has a positive impact on brand 
identification. 
As seen in Table 7-4, the standardised coefficient of the path from perceived quality 
to brand identification is in the predicted direction and significantly greater than zero 
(β = 0.14, p = 0.034). These results indicate that H9 is supported by the empirical 
data. Consumers’ perceptions of the quality of brands are evidently a determinant of 
their identification with those brands. The finding is expected because, as discussed 
in Section 3.3.9, perceived quality is one type of brand association that makes up 
brand image (Keller 1993), which in turn facilitates brand identification (Lam, 
Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). The finding is consistent with that of Lam, Ahearne 
and Schillewaert (2012), that perceived quality has a positive impact on brand 
identification.  
Of the nine hypotheses tested, seven are supported by the empirical data. The extent 
of the linear relationships has been shown to be statistically significant at an alpha 
level of 0.05. Two hypotheses are found to be statistically insignificant at an alpha 
level of 0.05: these are the only two hypotheses with direct paths from cognitive 
constructs (perceived quality and brand identification) to the conative/behavioural 
construct (brand loyalty) in the theoretical model.   
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 7.5 Descriptive statistics of consumer–brand relationships in Vietnam 
In order to give practical insights for marketers as well as to provide a contextual 
background for interpreting the SEM results, this research used SPSS 22.0 to 
generate some descriptive statistics about consumer–brand relationships in Vietnam 
as revealed through the respondents’ ratings of the constructs under investigation in 
this research. The summated scales of all constructs were calculated from the final 
refined measurement scales. For each first-order construct, perceived quality, brand 
identification, brand trust and brand loyalty, the summated scale was calculated as 
the mean values of the indicators (items) in the final refined scale. The summated 
scales for the first-order dimensions of the second-order construct of brand 
relationship quality were calculated in the same way. Then the summated scale of 
brand relationship quality was calculated as mean values of its indicators (first-order 
dimensions) (see Appendix 13). Next, independent samples t-test and one-way 
between subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to compare the means of 
each construct/dimension summated score across respondent groups in terms of the 
types of brand answered in the survey, gender, income and age.  
As can be seen in Appendix 13, the sample rated higher than average on perceived 
quality (M = 5.28, SD = 0.95), brand trust (M = 4.86, SD = 1.08) and brand loyalty 
(M = 4.70, SD = 1.07) on the Likert seven-point scale, compared to brand 
identification (M = 3.74, SD = 1.38) and brand relationship quality (M = 3.69, SD = 
1.19), that approximately equalled the average. Of the three dimensions of brand 
relationship quality, love/passion had the lowest mean value (M = 3.42, SD = 1.40) 
compared to intimacy (M = 3.72, SD = 1.33) and interdependence (M = 3.95, SD = 
1.07). The standard deviations of brand identification and brand relationship quality 
were even higher than those of perceived quality, brand trust and brand loyalty. The 
means of these constructs were compared across respondent groups in terms of types 
of brand, gender, income and age, as below.  
As seen in Section 6.2, the sample can be split into two groups: one including 
respondents answering the survey questionnaires with local brands, and the other 
with international brands. Cross-tabulation analyses were conducted in SPSS to 
assess the relationships between these two types of brand and the other categorical 
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 variables of gender, income and age. The results of Pearson chi-square tests of 
association showed no statistically significant association at p<0.05 types of brand 
and gender [χ (1) = 1.28, p = 0.257], types of brand and income [χ (4) = 7.39, p = 
0.117], or types of brand and age [χ (3) = 7.67, p = 0.053] (see Appendix 14). In 
order to compare the mean scores of these two groups for the constructs under 
investigation (see Appendix 15), an independent samples t-test was conducted (see 
Appendix 16). Except for perceived quality, there were no statistically significant 
differences between these two groups on brand identification, brand trust, brand 
relationship quality and its three dimensions, and brand loyalty, given p >0.05 for 
tests for equality of means.  
The independent-samples t-test results indicated that the mean scores on perceived 
quality were statistically significantly higher for international brands (M = 5.42 SD = 
0.91) than for local brands (M= 5.13, SD = 0.96) (p = 0.002). This finding suggests 
that the provenance of a brand (international or local) has an impact on its perceived 
quality. Respondents discussing international brands held significantly higher quality 
perceptions of their brands than did respondents discussing local brands. The mean 
score of perceived quality of the international brands was the highest among the 
constructs and above average; this implies that they enjoy very strong perceptions of 
quality.   
An independent samples t-test was also conducted to compare the mean scores of 
males and females (see Appendix 17). Except for perceived quality, there were no 
statistically significant differences between men and women on brand identification, 
brand trust, brand relationship quality and its three dimensions, and brand loyalty, 
given p>0.05 for tests for equality of means (see Appendix 18). The independent-
samples t-test results also indicated that the mean scores on perceived quality were 
statistically significantly higher for males (M=5.44 SD=0.96) than for females 
(M=5.20, SD=0.93), (p = 0.020). This finding suggests that male respondents 
perceive the quality of their brands to be statistically significantly higher than female 
respondents do. As mentioned earlier, the type of brand (local vs. international) was 
not statistically significantly associated with gender, and so was not considered a 
potential explanation. While an explanation of the higher ratings of perceived quality 
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 given by male respondents are beyond the scope of this research, some antecedents 
of perceived quality suggested in the literature could be considered, such as price 
level and store image (Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). For instance, it could be that the 
men bought more expensive brands than the women. 
In order to compare the mean scores between income groups on the constructs under 
investigation (see Appendix 19), a one-way between-subjects ANOVA analysis was 
conducted. Tests of homogeneity of variance showed that for all constructs there was 
no statistically significant difference between the income groups’ variances (p>0.05); 
thus the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met (see Appendix 20). The 
results show no statistically significant differences between the means of income 
groups on perceived quality, brand identification, brand relationship quality and the 
three dimensions, (intimacy, love/passion, interdependence), and brand loyalty, as 
determined by one-way ANOVA statistically insignificant statistics p >0.05 (see 
Appendix 21). It can also be seen in the results that there is a statistically significant 
difference between income groups in rating brand trust (p = 0.015).  
A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that the brand trust mean score of the income group 
of less than 5 million VND (M=4.61, SD = 1.06) was statistically significantly lower 
than that of the income group of 10–19.99 million VND (M=5.07, SD=1.03) (p = 
0.012) (see Appendix 22). However, the mean score of brand trust for the income 
group of 5–9.99 million VND (M= 4.90, SD=1.09) was not statistically significantly 
different from the group of less than 5 million VND (p=0.205) or of the group of 10–
19.99 million VND (p=0.772). Taken together, these results suggest that, except for 
the income group that earns more than 30 million VND per month (4.5% of the 
sample), the higher income groups register higher trust for their brands. As 
mentioned earlier, the type of brand (local vs. international) was not statistically 
significantly associated with income groups, and was not considered a potential 
explanation. While explanations for the higher ratings of brand trust by higher 
income groups are beyond the scope of this research, some explanations such as 
price level and store image might be considered, as these factors influence perceived 
quality (Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000), which in turn drives brand trust. For instance, it 
could be that higher income respondents bought more expensive brands. 
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 Finally, in order to compare the mean scores of the age groups on the constructs 
under investigation (see Appendix 23), a one-way between-subjects ANOVA 
analysis was conducted. Tests of homogeneity of variance showed that for all 
constructs there was no statistically significant difference between the age groups’ 
variances (p>0.05), so the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met (see 
Appendix 24). The results show that there are no statistically significant differences 
between the means of age groups on brand identification, love/passion, 
interdependence, and brand loyalty, as determined by one-way ANOVA statistically 
insignificant statistics p >0.05 (see Appendix 25). The results reveal a statistically 
significant difference between age groups on perceived quality (p = 0.002), brand 
trust (p<0.001), intimacy (p<0.001), brand relationship quality (p=0.011) and brand 
loyalty (p = 0.019). To further examine the effects of age on these 
constructs/dimensions, Tukey post hoc tests were conducted (Appendix 26).  
The results of the Tukey post-hoc test indicated that mean scores for perceived 
quality by respondents in the age groups 18–24 (M=5.15, SD = 0.84) and 25–34 
(M=5.24, SD = 1.04) were statistically significantly lower than in the age group 35–
44 (M=5.67, SD=0.89) (p=0.003 and p=0.024 respectively). Mean scores for 
perceived quality did not differ statistically significantly between respondents aged 
18–24 and 25–34 (p = .809) or between respondents aged 35–44 and 45–54 (M=5.65. 
SD= 0.81) (p=.157). Taken together, these results suggest that age has an impact on 
perceived quality. Specifically, the older the consumers are, the higher the 
perceptions of quality they hold for their brands. The positive impact of age on 
perceived quality are seen in the three age groups of 18–24, 25–34 and 35–44 years 
old, while the mean score for the 45–54 years old were statistically insignificantly 
lower than for the immediately younger group of 35–44 years. 
The Tukey post-hoc test revealed that the mean score for brand trust of respondents 
in the age group 18–24 (M=4.63, SD = 1.05) was statistically significantly lower 
than for both age group 35–44 (M=5.26, SD=0.88) and age group 45–54 (M=5.66, 
SD=0.98). The mean score of respondents in age group 25–34 (M=4.88, SD =1.10) 
was statistically lower than for age group 45–54. These results suggest that age has 
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 an impact on brand trust, and that the older consumers are, the higher trust they hold 
of their brands.  
The Tukey post-hoc test revealed that the mean score for intimacy of respondents in 
age group 18–24 (M=3.39, SD =1.26) was statistically lower than for age groups 25–
34 (M=3.89, SD =1.34) and 35–44 (M=4.06, SD =1.33). The mean scores did not 
differ significantly among age groups 25–34, 35–44 and 45–54 (M=3.72, SD = 1.33) 
(p>0.05). These results suggest that age has an impact on intimacy and consumers 
aged 18–25 years have significantly less intimacy with brands, reflected in the 
mutual understanding between consumers and brands.  
The Tukey post-hoc test revealed that the mean score for brand relationship quality 
of respondents in the age group 35–44 (M=4.00, SD =1.11) was statistically higher 
than for the age group 18–24 (M=3.47, SD =1.14) but did not differ significantly 
from the two other age groups, 25–34 (M=3.80, SD =1.24) and 45–54 (M=3.92, SD 
=1.05). The mean score of the age group 25–34 was not statistically higher than for 
the age group 18–24; nor was it statistically significantly lower than for the age 
group 35–44. These results suggest that age has an impact on brand relationship 
quality, and the older the consumers are the stronger and deeper the relationships 
they have with their brands. The positive impact of age on brand relationship quality 
are seen in the three age groups 18–24, 25–34 and 35–44 years old, while the mean 
score for the 45–54-year-olds was insignificantly lower than that of the immediately 
younger group of 35–44 years. 
The Tukey test failed to detect a statistically significant difference in brand loyalty 
between age groups, all p >0.05. There were no statistically significant differences in 
the brand loyalty mean scores for the age groups 18–24 (M=4.52, SD =1.04), 25–34 
(M=4.77, SD =1.08), 35–44 (M=4.88, SD =1.10) and 45–54 (M=5.15, SD =1.01). 
That is not to say that the means were not different, but only that they did not differ 
from each other in a statistically reliable way. Nonetheless, based on the ANOVA 
results and the descriptive statistics, the results suggest that age does have an impact 
on brand loyalty, and the older the consumers are, the greater loyalty they exhibit to 
their brands. 
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 The results of ANOVA and the post hoc tests for the impact of age on the constructs 
in this research show that age does have a positive impact on most of the constructs 
under investigation, namely perceived quality, brand trust, brand relationship quality 
and brand loyalty. The impact of age on brand relationship quality could be 
attributed to the effect of age on the intimacy dimension, provided that there are no 
statistically significant differences in the mean scores of the other two dimensions 
(love/passion and interdependence) for different age groups. This finding implies that 
the older the consumers, the more intimacy i.e., the greater mutual understanding, 
between them and the brand, and consequently the greater the brand relationship 
quality. 
Although the effects of categorical variables on the constructs have not been 
hypothesised, the results of independent samples t-test and one-way between-
subjects ANOVA show that in this sample consumers hold statistically significant 
higher-quality perceptions of international brands. Men in the sample demonstrate a 
higher perception of the quality of their brands than do the women. Higher income 
groups evince higher trust for their brands. Finally, the results show that the older the 
age group, the higher the ratings for most constructs in the theoretical model.  
7.6 Discussion of findings 
The results confirm that the theoretical model hypothesised in Chapter 3 
satisfactorily meets the requirements for adequate fit, suggesting the theoretical 
model offers a reasonable explanation of the observed covariance among its 
constructs. This section discusses further the results presented in the previous 
section, organised around (1) the cognitive–affective–conative framework; (2) the 
antecedents of brand loyalty in the model; (3) the outcome and explanatory power of 
the model; (4) the distinction between brand trust and brand relationship quality; (5) 
the antecedents of brand trust and brand relationship quality; and (6) consumer–
brand relationships in Vietnam.  
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 7.6.1 On the cognition–affection–conation pattern 
Given the substantive theory base, all linear relationships among the five constructs 
spanning three phases of the attitudinal development structure were identified and 
estimated in the theoretical model. Of the seven of the nine hypotheses that were 
empirically supported, five were consistent with either part of the attitudinal 
structure. Specifically, hypotheses H1 and H2 were paths from affective constructs 
i.e., brand trust or brand relationship quality, to the conative construct of brand 
loyalty. Hypotheses H6, H7 and H8 were paths from cognitive constructs (either 
perceived quality or brand identification) to affective constructs (brand trust or brand 
relationship quality).  
The finding that the statistically insignificant direct paths from the two cognitive 
constructs, perceived quality and brand identification, to the conative construct, 
brand loyalty, is indicative of alternative mediated model in which direct paths may 
not be specified. The results were subjected to cross-validation and the finding is 
consistent with the cognition–affection–conation pattern found in psychology (Ajzen 
& Fishbein 2005; Evanschitzky & Wunderlich 2006; Oliver 1999). This finding is 
also consistent with other research on consumer–brand relationships which has 
provided empirical evidence supporting the effects of cognitive constructs on 
affective constructs, which in turn determine conative constructs (Sreejesh & 
Mohapatra 2014). Thus a possible explanation for the statistically insignificant paths 
in H3 and H4 might be that consumers first have relationships with brands in a 
cognitive sense, later in an affective sense, and finally in a conative/behavioural 
sense.   
7.6.2 On the antecedents of brand loyalty 
The theoretical model specified the relationships between different relational 
constructs manifesting consumer–brand relationships and the outcome of brand 
loyalty. Originally Fournier (1998) proposed brand relationship quality as a second-
order reflective construct that taps into the strength and depth of consumer–brand 
relationships. It has been noted that as a second-order reflective construct, its 
dimensions presumably influence any outcome the same way (Hair et al. 2010) As 
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 such, it can be assumed that all the dimensions of brand relationship quality 
influence brand loyalty the same way. The review of literature in Chapter 2 pointed 
out that three dimensions of Fournier’s (1998) brand relationship quality were 
conceptually similar to existing independent constructs; specifically, self-connection 
and partner quality were conceptually similar to brand identification and brand trust 
respectively (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Dimitriadis & Papista 2011; Kim, 
HK, Lee & Lee 2005). Commitment has been widely viewed as conceptually similar 
to or an aspect of brand loyalty (Beatty & Kahle 1988; Kressmann et al. 2006). 
The results of this research provide empirical evidence that different aspects of 
consumer–brand relationships, namely brand identification, brand trust and brand 
relationship quality, do not affect the brand loyalty outcome in the same way. Only 
two of four antecedents of brand loyalty as hypothesised in Chapter 3, namely brand 
trust and brand relationship quality, are found to have significantly positive effects 
on brand loyalty. The results indicate the paramount importance of brand trust in 
predicting brand loyalty, as this construct is shown to have the greatest predictive 
power for brand loyalty (β = 0.38, p = 0.003), followed by brand relationship quality 
(β= 0.25, p = 0.015). Brand trust also has statistically significant indirect effects on 
brand loyalty, through brand relationship quality, although the indirect effect of 0.08 
is trivial despite its statistical significance at p<0.05 (p = 0.010).  
While previous studies have demonstrated that brand identification is a determinant 
of brand loyalty (Kuenzel & Halliday 2008, 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 
2012), this current research finds that the impact of brand identification on brand 
loyalty is positive but not statistically significant at an alpha level of 0.05. Instead, 
brand identification has statistically significant indirect effects on brand loyalty, 
mostly through either brand relationship quality (indirect effect = 0.15) or brand trust 
(indirect effect = 0.12). Similarly, the results of this research contrast with prior 
research that shows perceived quality as an antecedent of brand loyalty (Aaker, DA 
1996; Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011; Tong & Hawley 2009). Among the indirect 
paths from perceived quality to loyalty, the indirect path via trust is of largest 
magnitude (indirect effect = 0.25) while other indirect paths are statistically 
insignificant or trivial (see Table 7-7). This finding is consistent with some earlier 
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 research that has suggested brand trust as an intermediate mechanism to build brand 
loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005; 
He, Li & Harris 2012).   
7.6.3 On the outcome and explanatory power of the theoretical model 
Given the statistically insignificant paths from perceived quality and brand 
identification, as mentioned in the last section, brand loyalty as the outcome variable 
in this research is mostly explained by brand trust and brand relationship quality. 
Taking together all the antecedents of brand loyalty hypothesised in Chapter 3, the 
theoretical model explains 53% (p = 0.007) of variance in brand loyalty. The finding 
reinforces the importance of building brand trust and brand relationship quality that 
capture the emotional bond/closeness with brands to build brand loyalty, as the 
finding is consistent with prior research (Esch et al. 2006). It should be noted that 
while several previous studies have examined repurchase intention as the outcome of 
relationship constructs (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Esch et al. 2006; Huber et al. 
2010), brand loyalty in the current research includes items relating to commitment 
and recommending behaviours. Any interpretation of brand loyalty needs to consider 
the results regarding the refined scale of brand loyalty, which had to exclude items 
relating to situational influences and purchase. 
7.6.4 On the distinction between brand trust and brand relationship quality 
The results of this research provide empirical support for the distinction between 
brand trust and brand relationship quality. This finding is consistent with previous 
empirical studies (Aaker, J, Fournier & Brasel 2004; Huber et al. 2010), but contrasts 
with those that included partner quality, conceptually similar to brand trust as a 
dimension of brand relationship quality (Fournier 1998, 2009; Park, J-W, Kim & 
Kim 2002). The scales of brand trust and brand relationship quality adopted from the 
literature display discriminant validity, to support the notion that they are separate 
constructs. In the SEM model they are found to be distinct, and the results show that 
brand trust has significantly positive effects on brand relationship quality.  
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 It is noteworthy that, as mentioned in Chapter 3, some researchers have proposed the 
classification of consumer–brand relationships into two types: the functionally-
driven exchange type characterised by brand trust, and the communal type that is 
either socially-motivated or results from lasting exchange relationships and is 
characterised by both brand trust and brand relationship quality (Aggarwal 2004; 
Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006). Such a distinction between these constructs 
allows them to denote two types of relationship. In fact, both constructs represent the 
affect phase of consumer–brand relationships, and as the last section has discussed, 
both brand trust and brand relationship quality are key determinants of brand loyalty. 
From the managerial perspective, the distinction between the two constructs allows a 
diagnosis of the effects of each on brand loyalty, to devise a strategy to build brand 
loyalty.  
In the current research, brand relationship quality includes only love/passion, 
intimacy and interdependence as truly reflecting the depth of a relationship (Fournier 
1994). Bove and Johnson (2001) have pointed out that emotional closeness or 
relationship depth is only applicable to the communal type of relationship. 
7.6.5 On the antecedents of brand trust and brand relationship quality 
The results provide empirical evidence that both perceived quality and brand 
identification are antecedents of brand trust. This is consistent with previous 
empirical studies (Esch et al. 2006; He, Li & Harris 2012). The direct effects of 
perceived quality on brand trust (β = 0.66, p = 0.002) almost double the direct effects 
of brand identification on brand trust (β = 0.31, p = 0.002). Perceived quality also has 
statistically significant indirect effects on brand trust via brand identification; 
however, this indirect impact is trivial (0.043, p=0.023). Taken together, perceived 
quality and brand identification explain 60% of the variance in brand trust. 
Similarly, it is empirically evident that brand identification and brand trust positively 
affect brand relationship quality. These results are consistent with the conceptual 
delineation and qualitative findings of Papista and Dimitriadis (2012), who 
contended that brand identification is a determinant of brand relationship quality. 
The direct effects of brand identification on brand relationship quality  (β = 0.59, p = 
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 0.002) nearly double the direct effects of brand trust on brand relationship quality (β 
= 0.34, p = 0.002). Brand identification also has indirect effects on brand relationship 
quality via brand trust (indirect effects = 0.10, p= 0.001). Taken together, brand 
identification and brand trust explain 62% of the variance of brand relationship 
quality. 
The finding suggests that perceived quality and brand identification, while important 
factors in building brand loyalty as demonstrated in the literature (Kuenzel & 
Halliday 2008, 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012), in fact facilitate the 
development of brand trust and brand relationship quality, on which brand loyalty is 
fostered. Overall, this finding is consistent with previous empirical studies that 
showed trust or brand relationship quality as intervening constructs in the 
relationships of brand loyalty and its antecedents (Esch et al. 2006; He, Li & Harris 
2012; Huber et al. 2010). 
7.6.6 On consumer–brand relationships in Vietnam 
The descriptive statistics of the summated scales in Section 7.5 show that the rating 
for three constructs, perceived quality (M = 5.28), brand trust (M = 4.86) and brand 
loyalty (M = 4.70), come close together and are in fact higher than the average. The 
ratings for brand identification (M=3.74) and brand relationship quality (M = 3.69) 
are also almost equally average. The finding implies that the relationships between 
this study’s Vietnamese consumers and clothing are predominantly of the exchange 
type. One explanation for this is that it could be due to the category of clothing 
products, in that consumers have multiple loyalties to a repertoire of brands 
(Michaelidou & Dibb 2009). The ANOVA analysis in Section 7.5 shows that age has 
a positive effect on perceived quality, brand trust, brand relationship quality and 
brand loyalty. Given that the sample was overrepresented by young respondents (the 
two youngest groups accounted for almost 80% of the sample), the relationships 
between perceived quality, brand trust and brand loyalty may have already been 
attenuated.  
In addition, among brand relationship quality dimensions, love/passion is the one 
with the lowest mean (M = 3.42) while interdependence had the highest (M = 3.94) 
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 and intimacy was almost in the middle (M = 3.71). The average rating for brand 
relationship quality and its dimensions, especially love/passion, suggests that the 
relationships between Vietnamese consumers in the sample and their brands were not 
particularly deep or emotionally close. The higher rating for interdependence than for 
the other dimensions might also be s sign of exchange relationships over time that 
have resulted in a communal type of consumer–brand relationship (Esch et al. 2006). 
The average rating for love/passion could be explained by the average rating for 
brand identification (M = 3.74). As discussed in the last section, brand identification 
is an important determinant of brand relationship quality, and therefore also affects 
its dimensions. This finding implies that Vietnamese consumers in the sample are 
just averagely concerned with the socially related benefits of brands. This finding is 
notable, given that prior research has suggested that clothing brands are an 
immediate and public vehicle for consumers to express self-concepts or to symbolise 
belongingness to a group (Oh & Fiorito 2002). In order to build strong and deep 
relationships, particularly in the Vietnamese clothing market, marketers should 
consider concentrating their efforts on strengthening consumers’ identification with 
their brands. 
7.7 Summary 
This study’s findings are mostly supportive of the theoretical model proposed in 
Chapter 3. The test of common method bias suggests that common method is not a 
serious problem in this research. The theoretical model meets the requirements of 
adequate fit. Seven out of nine hypotheses are supported. The initial finding 
pertaining to the mediation needs to be cross-validated, but this is consistent with the 
cognition–affection–conation pattern of attitudinal development. The findings 
suggest that trust and brand relationship quality are the two important antecedents of 
brand loyalty, with brand trust being the antecedent with larger effect. The 
theoretical model accounts for 60% of the variance in brand trust, 62% of the 
variance in brand relationship quality, and 53% of the variance in brand loyalty. The 
distinction between brand trust and brand relationship quality is empirically evident 
in this research. To build stronger and deeper consumer–brand relationships in 
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 Vietnam, particularly in the clothing category, marketers should consider focusing on 
building strong brand identification.   
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 Chapter 8 
CONCLUSION 
8.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this research was to examine empirically the relevance of various 
dimensions of brand relationship in the context of an emerging market. There were 
two main research questions to be answered to achieve this purpose: 
RQ1: What are the effects, if any, of brand relationship and perceived quality on 
brand loyalty in the emerging market context of Vietnam?  
RQ2: To what extent do perceived quality and the various dimensions of brand 
relationship, namely trust, brand identification and brand relationship quality, and 
their interrelationships, affect brand loyalty? 
To achieve this purpose, first the literature relating to consumer–brand relationships 
and brand loyalty was reviewed. Based on the review and the identification of 
research gaps, a theoretical model and hypotheses were developed. A methodology 
was formulated that comprised both qualitative and quantitative approaches. In the 
implementation of the research, seven in-depth interviews and a mall-intercept 
survey with a sample of 400 were conducted in the two biggest cities in Vietnam, Ha 
Noi and Ho Chi Minh City. The qualitative interview data were analysed to 
determine if existing constructs were applicable in the Vietnamese context. The 
survey data were first analysed using confirmatory factor analysis to assess and 
refine the measurement scales, and then were subjected to structural equation 
modelling to assess the theoretical model and test the proposed hypotheses. 
In this final chapter, the main findings of this research are summarised, followed by a 
discussion of the theoretical contributions and managerial implications of this study. 
This chapter ends with a section acknowledging limitations of the study and 
suggesting avenues for future research.  
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 8.2 Summary of the research findings 
The findings of this research are summarised around the key issues addressed by the 
qualitative and quantitative stages.  
Prior to testing the theoretical model, qualitative research was undertaken using in-
depth interviews to determine the relevance of the existing constructs in the context 
of Vietnam. The results from this found that all the constructs in the theoretical 
model and derived from the literature could be applied in the context of Vietnam, 
particularly in the clothing product category. It was found that participants had multi-
brand loyalty to clothing products. In discussing their thoughts and feelings, 
participants indicated that their brands made them feel confident; they expressed 
different nuances of emotional bond with their brands. They also showed that their 
need to identify with their closest social environment was also a factor driving 
loyalty to their brands. The results of these in-depth interviews were consistent with 
discussions justifying hypotheses in Chapter 3.  
Upon determining that existing constructs are relevant in the Vietnamese context, 
particularly for clothing products, a quantitative survey was conducted to achieve the 
research purpose and answer research questions. The findings from the testing of the 
structural equation model and hypotheses were mostly supportive. The research 
covered brand identification, brand trust, brand relationship quality and brand loyalty 
as conceptually distinct but related constructs. It was noted that brand identification, 
brand trust and brand loyalty were conceptually similar to dimensions of Fournier’s 
(1998) brand relationship quality. The results empirically supported the distinction 
between these constructs in terms of measurement scales and theoretical 
relationships.  
With respect to first research question, the empirical support for H1 and H2 suggested 
that trust and brand relationship quality are the two important antecedents of brand 
loyalty, with brand trust being the antecedent with the larger effects. The result for 
H3 showed the effects of brand identification on brand loyalty were in the positive 
direction as predicted, but were not statistically significant at p<0.05; H3 was not 
supported by the empirical data. With respect to the second research question, H4 
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 was also not empirically supported because the positive effects of perceived quality 
on brand loyalty were not statistically significant at p<0.05. The hypothesised 
positive effects of perceived quality on brand trust (H8) and brand identification (H9) 
were supported by the empirical data.  
The research also provided evidence supporting the positive impact of brand trust on 
brand relationship quality (H5), the positive impact of brand identification on brand 
trust (H6), and the positive impact of brand identification on brand relationship 
quality (H7). These findings suggested that brand identification is an important 
antecedent on which to build trust and emotional bonds between consumers and 
brands, and ultimately to develop brand loyalty. The post hoc empirical analyses 
suggested that the effects of brand identification on brand loyalty were mainly 
mediated by brand trust or brand relationship quality, while the effects of perceived 
quality on brand loyalty were mainly mediated by brand trust. Although this finding 
pertaining to the mediating effects of brand trust and brand relationship quality needs 
to be cross-validated, theoretically it is consistent with the cognition–affection–
conation pattern (Oliver 1999; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014).  
As the results show, the theoretical model is capable of explaining 53% of the 
variation in brand loyalty. This indicates that in order to secure brand loyalty, a brand 
must achieve high quality perceptions and build strong consumer–brand relationships 
with its consumers. The facets of such relationships include cognitive (brand 
identification) and affective elements (brand trust and brand relationship quality) that 
culminate in brand loyalty. Furthermore, the descriptive statistics of summated scales 
show the mean scores of perceived quality, brand trust and brand loyalty were higher 
than average (means of 5.28, 4.86 and 4.70 respectively over 7), whereas the mean 
scores of brand identification and brand relationship quality were moderate (means 
of 3.74 and 3.69 respectively over 7). The finding implies that the relationships 
between Vietnamese consumers in the sample and their brands were predominantly 
of the exchange relationship type.  
As with the brand relationship quality construct, the mean scores of the summated 
scales for the first-order dimensions showed that love/passion had the lowest mean, 
interdependence the highest mean, and intimacy fell between them. This suggested in 
182 
 
 the Vietnamese context of this research, that the consumers were not very 
emotionally attached to their brands. Given that brand identification has a significant 
positive impact on brand relationship quality, as was found earlier, the moderate 
ratings for both brand identification and brand relationship quality imply that the 
Vietnamese consumers in the study sample were not strongly motivated by the 
socially-related benefits of brands. Thus, in order to build strong and deep 
relationships between their consumers and their brands, marketers, particularly those 
involved in the Vietnamese clothing market, should consider concentrating their 
efforts on improving consumers’ identification with their brands.  
8.3 Contribution and implications 
8.3.1 Theoretical contribution 
The current research contributes to the literature by presenting empirical evidence 
from the emerging market of Vietnam. The country has only recently transitioned to 
a market-oriented economy, and brands and branding are relatively new concepts to 
consumers and marketers (Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011; Nguyen & Nguyen 2011). 
As marketing strategies based on insights into consumer insights in developed and 
Western market contexts may not be applicable to emerging market contexts, the 
literature has suggested that more research be done in emerging markets to advance 
theory and maintain managerial relevance (Burgess & Steenkamp 2006; Sheth 2011; 
Tsui 2004). Given the intensified and fragmented competition that obtains in 
emerging markets, it is relevant to examine brand loyalty in such a context (Sheth 
2011; Wood, L 2000). Recently research on brand loyalty has been revived, with 
attention focusing on relational perspectives (Fournier & Yao 1997). This study has 
provided evidence from the emerging market context of Vietnam on the relationship 
between constructs that capture important brand relationship strengths from the 
relational perspective.  
As the results indicate, brand trust and brand relationship quality have positive 
effects on brand loyalty. This study provides evidence of the pivotal role of brand 
trust and brand relationship quality in the development of brand loyalty. It is also 
empirically evident in this research that brand trust is positively influenced by brand 
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 identification, that brand relationship quality is positively determined by brand trust 
and brand identification. It should be noted that in this study brand relationship 
quality includes love/passion, intimacy and interdependence, which correlate with 
one another to capture the emotional bond/closeness of consumers and brands 
(Fournier 1994). It supports the argument that brand identification, brand trust, brand 
relationship quality and brand loyalty are conceptually distinct but related constructs. 
Furthermore, it indicates that the effects of brand identification on brand loyalty are 
mediated by brand trust and brand relationship quality. With this finding, this study 
reports a slightly different view from the social perspective of loyalty, which showed 
that brand identification has a direct influence on brand loyalty (He, Li & Harris 
2012; Kuenzel & Halliday 2008, 2010; Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012). 
Traditional branding research has focused on the role of marketing mix to 
differentiate brands and to brand loyalty (Wood, L 2000; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). 
In traditional brand loyalty research, perceived quality has been considered an 
important antecedent of consumer behaviour, including brand loyalty (Aaker, DA 
1996; Netemeyer et al. 2004). It has been noted that perceived quality as a global 
assessment of brand is determined by other marketing mix elements, including price, 
distribution intensity and store image (Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011; Yoo, Donthu 
& Lee 2000). Some researchers recently have called for a re-examination of the role 
of marketing mix in building consumer–brand relationships (Dimitriadis & Papista 
2011), and this study has answered that call by examining the antecedent role of 
perceived quality along with other relationship constructs, providing empirical 
evidence that perceived quality has positive effects on brand trust and brand 
identification.   
This research took into account all three considerations suggested by Fournier (2009) 
for further research on consumer – brand relationships. Perceived quality and brand 
identification concerns functional and symbolic benefits that satisfy consumers’ 
utilitarian and identity-related needs (Ashworth, Dacin & Thomson 2009; Hess & 
Story 2005; Keller 1993; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). These two types of benefits 
respectively drive a manageable dichotomy of relational ties – exchange and 
communal ones – that is drawn from social psychology (Aggarwal 2004; Batson 
184 
 
 1993; Clark & Mils 1993). The model in this research included two distinctive 
concepts of brand trust and brand relationship quality, with the former characterising 
exchange-type consumer – brand relationships and both denoting communal-type 
ones (Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006). Prior research suggested that these two 
types of consumer – brand relationships capture various forms of relationships as 
suggested in Fournier (1998)’s seminal paper. The distinction between these 
concepts allows diagnostic insight into relational ties in that there were different 
paths to brand loyalty (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008). Prior research pointed out that 
if marketers can successfully connect their brands to the consumers at an emotional 
level, this will lead to higher brand loyalty (Fournier 1998; Thomson, MacInnis & 
Park 2005). As discussed in Section 3.2, the concepts in this research capture three 
stages of consumer – brand relationship development that resembles attitudinal 
development process (Blackston 1992b; Oliver 1999; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). 
Describing the underlying processes of consumer-brand relationships provides a 
better understanding of how consumers relate to brands (Reimann & Aron 2009). 
It is worth noting that there are varied concepts concerning brand relationship 
strength such as brand attachment, brand relationship quality, brand love, brand 
passion, brand identification and brand commitment (Ashworth, Dacin & Thomson 
2009; Fournier 2009; Fournier, Breazeale & Fetscherin 2012; Pare, Pourazad & 
Jevons 2015; Reimann & Aron 2009). There are overlaps between branding concepts 
such as brand love, brand passion or brand attachment, brand relationship quality 
(Fournier 2009; Pare, Pourazad & Jevons 2015). For example, brand attachment is 
commonly conceptualised as including self-connection and emotional bond that are 
respectively close to brand identification and brand relationship quality (Bruhn et al. 
2012; Esch et al. 2006; Pare, Pourazad & Jevons 2015). Such distinction is necessary 
to give managers an actionable strategic direction (Pare, Pourazad & Jevons 2015). 
Furthermore, empirical results in this research indicated that love/passion, intimacy 
and independence are highly correlated. In the case that dimensions are highly 
correlated, the results were not easily interpretable if the dimensions are examined as 
indicators of formative construct or as individual constructs due to multicollinearity 
problem (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008; Hair et al. 2010). Based on literature review 
and these results, this research examined love/passion, intimacy and independence as 
185 
 
 reflective indicators of the second-order construct of brand relationship quality. Just 
as Pare, Pourazad and Jevons (2015) emphasised the need for simplification and 
distinctiveness with reference to brand relationship related concepts in order to make 
them managerially relevant and theoretically robust and on the basis of above 
discussion, this research argues that the model in this research is sufficient to 
examine consumer – brand relationships and that  specifying and testing a more 
detailed model is not necessary.  
8.3.2 Practical implications  
The vigour of approaches to consumer–brand relationships make it difficult for 
marketers to recognise and develop the most appropriate relationship-building 
strategies to build brand loyalty (Tsai 2011). The empirical evidence of a distinction 
between brand identification, brand trust, brand relationship quality and brand 
loyalty allows marketers to determine what aspects of brand relationship strength 
they should focus on in order to build strong consumer–brand relationships and 
ultimately brand loyalty. This practical implication is particularly important for 
marketers in emerging market contexts, such as Vietnam.  
The findings of this study show that brand trust and brand relationship quality play 
important roles in building brand loyalty. Especially, the findings indicate that brand 
trust is an antecedent of brand relationship quality. Although it has been suggested 
that brand relationship quality reflects the level beyond which relationship 
commitment, i.e., brand loyalty occurs (Fournier 1994), marketers in Vietnam should 
focus resources and efforts to ensure that consumers trust the brand and feel 
emotionally close to it. When the extent of brand trust increases, the extent of brand 
relationship quality also grows. To build brand trust, marketers in Vietnam should 
make consumers feel confident with their brands by reliably meeting their 
expectations as well as demonstrating sincerity and honesty in addressing their 
concerns. Meanwhile, marketers should aim to enhance brand relationship quality as 
reflected in increased understanding and intertwining between consumers and 
brands, as well as in consumers’ stronger feelings of love towards their brands. 
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 The findings in this study show that brand identification is an antecedent of brand 
trust and brand relationship quality as well as that perceived quality is an antecedent 
of brand trust. It is also found that brand identification is influenced by perceived 
quality. This means that marketers should pay attention to enhancing both 
consumers’ identification with brands and their perceptions of brand quality. Either 
perceived quality contribute to brand trust, and that in turn drives brand relationship 
quality, or brand identification influences both brand trust and brand relationship 
quality. As perceived quality is preceded by several marketing mix elements 
(Nguyen, Barrett & Miller 2011; Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000), and in turn determines 
brand identification and brand trust, as is evident in the current research, it is 
important for those in the Vietnamese clothing market to focus on both marketing 
mix and relationship-building strategies.   
The findings in this research show high mean scores for perceived quality, brand 
trust and brand loyalty, but average mean scores for brand identification and brand 
relationship quality. Of the two affective constructs, brand trust and brand 
relationship quality, in this study brand trust is shown to have the greater effect on 
brand loyalty. This suggests that consumer–brand relationships in Vietnam are 
currently more of the exchange type of relationship, in which brand trust leads to 
brand loyalty (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 2005; Hess & Story 2005). 
This further suggests that Vietnamese consumers do not yet identify strongly, and do 
not yet feel strong emotional ties to their brands. Given the importance of brand 
relationship quality in enduring brand relationships of all types (exchange or 
communal) (Bruhn et al. 2012; Esch et al. 2006), marketers in Vietnam need to pay 
more attention to brand relationship quality. This is influenced by brand trust and 
brand identification, and as the level of brand trust is high in this study, marketers in 
Vietnam may aim to enhance brand identification and so in turn influence brand 
relationship quality. 
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 8.4 Limitations and further research directions 
8.4.1 Limitations 
As with any research, this study has some limitations that should be considered in the 
interpretation of the findings.  
First, this research employed a cross-sectional design typical of most research on 
marketing relationships (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008). Data were collected at one 
particular time only; as such the research cannot take into account certain time lags 
between cognitive, affective constructs and the outcomes of brand loyalty. It may 
take a while for consumer–brand relationships to develop: for example, perceptions 
of quality can be assessed before purchase (Zeithaml 1988), but brand trust is 
developed out of interactions over time (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemán 
2005). In addition, cross-sectional survey data are limited to implying the causal 
directions assumed among them (Rindfleisch et al. 2008; Rong & Wilkinson 2011); 
therefore, using cross-sectional surveys to make inferences about cause-and-effect 
relationships between variables in the model can be problematic. The literature 
suggests that causal inferences can be enhanced, and temporal order better accounted 
for, in longitudinal research designs (Rindfleisch et al. 2008).   
Second, there may be possible curvilinear effects between existing constructs in the 
current model. For example, it has been suggested that the relationships between 
consumer–brand relationship stages may be curvilinear (Evanschitzky & Wunderlich 
2006). Prior research has suggested that consumers’ trust has incrementally greater 
effect on loyalty intentions after a basic level of expectations has been met (Agustin 
& Singh 2005). Furthermore, there may be possible interaction effects between 
perceived quality and brand identification in motivating repurchase intention (Lam, 
Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012): it has been suggested that perceived quality elevates 
the positive relationship between brand identification and repeat purchases (Lam, 
Ahearne & Schillewaert 2012).  
Third, the theoretical model in this research was presented in a one-direction linear 
fashion, proceeding from perceived quality and brand identification, to brand trust 
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 and brand relationship, to brand loyalty. It is quite possible that some variables may 
also affect preceding variables. For example, the fact that consumers regularly 
purchase a brand (perhaps out of habit) may at times result in closeness or 
interdependence with the brand (Esch et al. 2006). In addition, while literature 
provides theoretical and empirical support for a positive relationship from brand trust 
to brand relationship quality, it also suggests that trust may be dependent on intimacy 
(Blackston 1992a). A brand that is perceived to be lacking in support or care for its 
consumers is unlikely to earn trust (Blackston 1992a). It may be argued that to 
express and enhance their identities, consumers are likely to identify with 
trustworthy brands. For example, in identifying with a trusted partner characterised 
as reliable, benevolent and honest, consumers tend to adopt a similar profile to them 
(Keh & Xie 2009). This means that brand identification may be an outcome of brand 
trust. These alternative causal sequences may challenge the hypothesised model.  
Fourth, there are limitations pertaining to measurement scales. In this research, brand 
relationship quality is a reflective second-order construct. This construct is less 
actionable because it does not specify which aspects marketers should focus on to 
influence brand relationship quality directly (Breivik & Thorbjornsen 2008). In 
addition, post hoc model modifications were employed to improve the fit indices, at 
the expense of deleting a number of indicators, particularly for brand trust, brand 
loyalty and brand relationship quality. While the remaining items for each construct 
were capable of capturing of aspects of that construct, this should be acknowledged 
as a limitation of this research.   
Fifth, due to time and budget constraints, this research was done with a single 
product category, fashion clothing in the context of Vietnam. The findings should be 
interpreted within this research setting. The choice of a specific fashion industry can 
help control product brand experience; however this may not account for the possible 
effects of a product category on the consumers’ ratings of focal constructs in this 
study. While the brand relationship quality significantly influences brand loyalty, the 
magnitude of the effect is smaller than that of brand trust on brand loyalty. This may 
be an effect of the product category. It has been speculated that the links between the 
stages of a consumer–brand relationship may be moderated by the product category 
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 (Evanschitzky & Wunderlich 2006). Furthermore, while the research was conducted 
in Vietnam, a market with both emerging and transitional characteristics, the results 
may not be generalised directly to other emerging or transitional countries; as such, 
the model presented here should be considered carefully in the specific context of the 
country to which it is applied in future research.  
8.4.2 Further research directions 
To overcome the limitations of this study and to extend the current body of literature, 
future research is recommended in the following directions. 
First, future research may consider a longitudinal research design, as this may be 
more appropriate for making inferences about causal relationships between 
constructs (Judd & Kenny 1981). Longitudinal designs have been argued to have the 
potential to advance knowledge on how consumer–brand relationships evolve and 
develop, as well as to examine the moderating effects of certain consumer 
characteristics such as gender on the different stages of consumer–brand 
relationships (Evanschitzky & Wunderlich 2006).  
Second, future research could replicate and extent these results in other product or 
service categories, to enhance the generalisability of the results It has been suggested 
that the relationship between adjacent stages of consumer–brand relationships may 
be moderated by product categories (Evanschitzky & Wunderlich 2006). Particularly 
for luxury goods or high-value products such as cars or mobile phones, brand 
identification may exhibit a direct effect on repurchase that is not empirically 
supported in this research. Meanwhile, for consumer service brands, interpersonal 
relations may be more important than in the context of consumer products and 
therefore brand relationship quality dimensions may be even more pronounced than 
in this study.   
Third, further research in different emerging markets could explore specific 
emerging market characteristics that may influence or moderate relationships 
between constructs. For example, consumers in emerging market contexts may use 
different brands depending on whether their consumption is conspicuous or private 
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 (Schmitt & Pan 1994; Sheth 2011). Further investigation involving samples from 
other emerging economies in Asia, such as Indonesia and Thailand, would be 
beneficial because those markets have different political, economic and socio-
cultural systems that may affect the nature of the constructs used in this study. The 
generalisability of the results of this study will have greater validity if such 
investigations into different emerging market contexts are conducted. 
Fourth, future researchers may need to consider extensions of the theoretical model 
in this study. They may explore the antecedents of brand identification, given that the 
results of this study show the variance explained for brand identification is only 2%. 
This suggests that important antecedents of brand identification have not been 
included in the theoretical model. In addition, as the literature proposes other 
outcomes of brand identification and brand relationship quality, such as brand 
switching behaviour and brand extension purchase (Lam, Ahearne & Schillewaert 
2012), further research should consider examining these relationship outcomes as 
well.  
Finally, future research may aim to extend the body of literature on consumer–brand 
relationships. The literature suggests there are various types of consumer–brand 
relationships ranging across different levels of brand relationship strength (Avery, 
Fournier & Wittenbraker 2014; Fournier 1998). For example, marriage-like brand 
relationships are characterised by high trust and brand relationship quality, as 
compared to casual buddy-like brand relationships, characterised by low intimacy 
and affect but high interdependence (Avery, Fournier & Wittenbraker 2014; Fournier 
1998). Future research may need to consider to segment consumers, based on types 
of relationship, and examine the effects of relationship norms that guide the 
interactions between consumers and brands for each type (Avery, Fournier & 
Wittenbraker 2014). This study examines the relationship development process 
following the cognitive–affective–conative pattern suggested in the literature (Oliver 
1999; Sreejesh & Mohapatra 2014). It should be noted that psychology suggests 
different temporal orders of cognition–affection–conation (Rossiter, Percy & 
Donovan 1991), and, future research may need to consider the possibility of these 
causal relationships, especially in a longitudinal design.  
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 8.5 Conclusion  
This study has achieved the objectives stated in Chapter 1. It provides a meaningful 
contribution to the literature on branding and emerging markets. It provides 
empirical evidence supporting the pivotal role of brand trust and brand relationship 
quality in the development of brand loyalty. In addition, its findings emphasise the 
role of perceived quality and brand identification in building brand loyalty through 
the mediating effects of brand trust and brand relationship quality. Its results have 
practical implications for marketers in Vietnam, who need to focus not only on 
standard marketing mix strategies to enhance positive perceptions of their brand, but 
also on building strong consumer–brand relationships. It is suggested that the 
interpretation of results should take into account limitations in terms of the design 
and setting of this study. Future research is suggested to address the limitations of 
this research, and to extend the body of literature by considering longitudinal designs 
and replicating the study in different consumer product and service categories as well 
as in different emerging and transitional markets.   
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 Appendix 1. In-depth interview guide 
We are going to talk about brands of your interest in your daily life. So please feel 
free to share things from your life as vivid as possible. There is no right or wrong 
answer. We just want to hear your stories and experiences. Let’s start by introducing 
about ourselves. 
1. General opinions 
How often do you go shopping? Where do you usually shop? What types of products 
do you usually shop? 
Tell me a story about your brand purchasing / your general shopping / what you find 
important in your life / your routine. 
2. Perceived quality 
2.1. How would you assess brands? How would you assess quality? 
2.2. How do you relate your perception of quality with brands? 
3. Brand relationship quality & brand identification 
3.1. Can you give me 3 brand names?  
3.2. Why did you choose the brand(s) [brand name]? Is/are the brand(s) special 
for you? How? 
3.3. Thinking about when you are with / bought the brand(s) [brand name]/ 
thinking back the stories you are telling, could you describe your thinking / 
feeling do you have for the brand [brand name]? Possible probe as follows 
3.3.1. How you think / evaluate what the brand has done to you? 
3.3.2. What kind of feeling do you have for the brand (and how this feeling 
compared with those for other brands)? What do you feel if the brand 
does not exist anymore?  
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 3.3.3. How would you describe the extent you know / understand about the 
brand  
3.3.4. How do the brands [brand names] relate to your life/ routine? Do you 
identify yourself with them? Any common between you and the brand? 
Whether the brand shows who you are? Whether the brand enhances 
your lifestyle? 
3.3.5. How important this brand is to you? How do you feel when someone 
criticises this brand?  
3.3.6. Your likelihood to use / buy this brand? 
4. Brand loyalty 
4.1. How do you view your brand loyalty? What would you do as you are loyal 
to your brand? 
Thank you very much for your participation and providing valuable  
information in this research project 
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 Appendix 2. Survey questionnaire (English) 
QUESTIONAIRE 
 
Thank you very much for accepting to participating in our survey. This is to survey 
your experience with ONE particular brand. Although some questions may seem 
similar, they are all different (if only very slightly). There are no right or wrong 
answers. All we are interested in is a number that best shows your perceptions of 
mentioned matters. 
 
Part I: General Question 
gq1 During the last 6 months, how many purchases 
have you taken from the clothing category? 
 
gq2 Please tell us a brand of your last bought 
clothing in the last 6 months 
 
Brand_____________ (X) 
gq3 During the last 6 months, how many times did 
you purchase X? 
 
gq4 Approximately how long have you purchased 
and/or worn X clothing? 
 
 
Part II:  
Each statement below relates to your brand X you have mentioned above. 
For each item below, please indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement 
with each of the following statements. Choosing a ‘1’ means that you strongly 
disagree with the statement and choosing a‘7’ means that you strongly agree. You 
may choose any of the numbers in between that shows how strong your opinion is. 
Circle the most appropriate numbers 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
pq1 Brand X is of high quality.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq2 The likely quality of brand X is extremely 
high. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq3 The likelihood that brand X would be 
functional is very high. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq4 The likelihood that brand X is reliable is very 
high. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq5 Brand X must be of very good quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq6 Brand X appears to be of very poor quality. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq7 Brand X is highly durable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
bid1 When someone criticises brand X, it feels like 
a personal insult. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bid2 I am very interested in what others think 
about brand X 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 bid3 Brand X's successes are my successes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bid4 If a story in the media criticised brand X, I 
would feel embarrassed 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bid5 When someone praises brand X, it feels like a 
personal compliment 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
trr1 Brand X is a brand name that meets my 
expectations 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
trr2 I feel confidence in brand X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
trr3 Brand X is a brand name that never 
disappoints me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
trr4 Brand X guarantees satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri1  Brand X would be honest and sincere in 
addressing my concerns 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri2 I could rely on brand X to solve the problem 
with the product 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri3 Brand X would make any effort to satisfy me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri4 Brand X would compensate me in some way 
for the problem with the product. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
lp1 Brand X and I are perfect for each other  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
lp2 I really love brand X  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
lp3 Thought of not being able to use brand X 
disturbs me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
lp4 I have feelings for brand X that I don’t have 
for many other brands. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
in1 I know brand X history / background. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in2 I know what brand X stands for. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in3 I know more about brand X than average 
consumer 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in4 Brand X really understands my needs for 
clothing 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in5 Brand X knows me so well and could design 
product for me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in6 Brand X knows a lot about me as a person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
dp1 I need brand X and rely on its benefits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 dp2 Brand X is an integral part of my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
dp3 I am dependent on brand X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
mk1 I am confident in using computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk2 I enjoy spending time with my family and 
friends. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk3 I am satisfied with my life in general. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk4 I am satisfied with the telecommunication 
service provider I have chosen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk5 As a whole, I feel that life is good. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
 Strongly 
agree 
blc1 I consider myself to be loyal to brand X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
blc2 If brand X was not available at the store, it 
would make little difference to me to choose 
another brand  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
blc3 If brand X was not available at the store, I 
will not buy other brands 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
blc4 When another brand is on sale, I will 
generally purchase it rather than my usual 
brand  X 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli1 I say positive things about brand  X to other 
people 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli2 I recommend  brand X to someone who seeks 
my advice 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli3 I encourage friends and relatives to buy brand 
X 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli4 I consider brand X my first choice to buy 
clothing 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli5 I will buy brand X the next time I buy 
clothing 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
PART VII: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Please answer the questions to help us to categorise the responses we get. 
1. Your gender 
 Male   
 Female 
 
2. Your age 
 18 – 24 years old   
 25 – 34 years old  
 35 – 44 years old  
 45 – 54 years old  
 55 years old and above 
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3. Your monthly income 
 <5 mil. VND 
 5 - <10 mil. VND 
 10 - <20 mil. VND 
 20-<30 mil. VND 
 >=30 mil. VND 
 
4. Your education level 
 Under high school 
 High school 
 College / vocational school 
 Bachelor’s degree 
 Postgraduate degrees 
 
5. Marital status 
 Married 
 Single 
 Divorced 
 Others 
 
Thank you very much for your participation. 
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 Appendix 3. Survey questionnaire (Vietnamese) 
BẢNG CÂU HỎI 
 
Cảm ơn anh/chị đã nhận lời tham gia nghiên cứu hôm nay. Đây là nghiên cứu về trải 
nghiệm của anh/chị với MỘT thương hiệu cụ thể. Mặc dù vài câu hỏi có vẻ tương tự 
nhau nhưng thực sự là hoàn toàn khác nhau (chỉ là không khác lắm). Xin anh/chị vui 
lòng trả lời theo suy nghĩ đánh giá thực sự của mình. Người nghiên cứu chỉ quan tâm 
đến con số phản ánh ý kiến/ suy nghĩ của anh/chị. 
 
Phần I:  
gq1 Anh/chị đã đi mua sắm quần áo bao nhiêu lần 
trong sáu tháng vừa qua? 
 
gq2 Xin anh/chị nêu MỘT thương hiệu quần áo 
thời trang anh/chị mua trong sáu tháng vừa 
qua. 
Thương hiệu 
__________________(X)  
gq3 
 
Anh/chị đã đi mua thương hiệu X bao nhiêu 
lần trong sáu tháng vừa qua? 
 
gq4 Anh/chị đã mua và/hoặc mặc quần áo thương 
hiệu X được bao lâu rồi? 
 
 
 
 
Phần II:  
Những câu hỏi tiếp theo liên quan đến mối liên hệ của anh/chị và thương hiệu X 
mà anh/chị đề cập đến ở trên.  
 
Xin vui lòng cho biết mức độ  đồng ý/ không đồng ý của anh/chị đối với các phát 
biểu sau. Chọn số ‘1’ nghĩa là anh/chị hoàn toàn không đồng ý với câu phát biểu; 
chọn số ‘7’ nghĩa là anh/chị hoàn toàn đồng ý với câu phát biểu. anh/chị có thể chọn 
bất kỳ số nào ở khoảng giữa để chỉ mức độ đồng ý của mình. Khoanh tròn con số 
thích hợp nhất. 
 
  Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
pq1 Thương hiệu X có chất lượng cao.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq2 Chất lượng của thương hiệu X là cực kỳ cao. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq3 Khả năng hữu dụng của thương hiệu X là rất 
cao. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq4 Khả năng thương hiệu X tin cậy được là rất 
cao. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq5 Thương hiệu X hẳn là có chất lượng rất tốt. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq6 Thương hiệu X có vẻ có chất lượng rất tệ. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
pq7 Thương hiệu X có độ bền cao. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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  Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
bid1 Khi mọi người chê bai thương hiệu X, tôi cảm 
thấy như chính mình bị xúc phạm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bid2 Tôi quan tâm đến những suy nghĩ của người 
khác về thương hiệu X. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bid3 Thành công của thương hiệu X là thành công 
của tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bid4 Khi có 1 bài trên báo chí chê bai thương hiệu X 
thì tôi sẽ cảm thấy xấu hổ. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bia1 Khi ai đó khen thương hiệu X, tôi cảm thấy 
như chính mình được khen. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
trr1 Thương hiệu X là thương hiệu đáp ứng những 
mong đợi của tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
trr2 Tôi cảm thấy tin tưởng vào thương hiệu X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
trr3 Thương hiệu X là chưa bao giờ làm tôi thất 
vọng. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
trr4 Thương hiệu X đảm bảo sự hài lòng. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri1 Thương hiệu X chân thật đáp ứng những quan 
tâm của tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri2 Tôi có thể dựa vào thương hiệu X để giải quyết 
vấn đề với sản phẩm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri3 Thương hiệu X nỗ lực để làm tôi hài lòng. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
tri4 Thương hiệu X sẽ khắc phục các vấn đề tôi gặp 
phải về sản phẩm. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
lp1 Thương hiệu X và tôi như hoàn toàn chỉ dành 
cho nhau. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
lp2 Tôi thực sự yêu thích thương hiệu X. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
lp3 Suy nghĩ không mặc thương hiệu X nữa làm tôi 
cảm thấy xáo động. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
lp4 Tôi có cảm xúc đặc biệt với thương hiệu X 
không giống như cảm xúc với các thương hiệu 
khác. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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   Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
in1 Tôi biết lịch sử và kiến thức chung về thương 
hiệu X. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in2 Tôi biết thương hiệu X thể hiện cái gì. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in3 Tôi biết nhiều về thương hiệu X hơn so với bất 
kỳ khách hàng bình thường khác của thương 
hiệu X. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in4 Thương hiệu X thật sự hiểu về nhu cầu quần áo 
của tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in5 Thương hiệu X hiểu tôi rõ và thiết kế quần áo 
như cho riêng tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in6 Thương hiệu X biết rất nhiều về từng người 
khách hàng như tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
dp1 Tôi cần và trông cậy vào những lợi ích của 
thương hiệu X mang lại cho tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
dp2 Thương hiệu X là một phần không thể thiếu 
trong cuộc sống của tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
dp3 Tôi phụ thuộc vào thương hiệu X. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
  Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
mk1 Tôi tự tin vào việc sử dụng máy vi tính. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk2 Tôi thích thời gian ở bên bạn bè và gia đình. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk3 Nói chung, tôi hài lòng với cuộc sống. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk4 Tôi hài lòng với dịch vụ của mạng điện thoại 
mà tôi đang sử dụng. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
mk5 Nói chung tôi thấy cuộc sống là ổn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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   Hoàn toàn  
KHÔNG  
đồng ý 
Hoàn toàn 
đồng ý 
blc1 Tôi xem là mình trung thành với thương hiệu 
X. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
blc2 Nếu thương hiệu X không có quần áo tôi vừa ý 
ở cửa hàng, thì việc mua thương hiệu khác 
cũng không sao. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
blc3 Nếu thương hiệu X không có quần áo tôi vừa ý 
ở cửa hàng, tôi sẽ không mua thương hiệu 
khác. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
blc4 Khi thương hiệu khác khuyến mãi, tôi sẽ mua 
thương hiệu đó thay vì X là thương hiệu tôi 
thường mua. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli1 Tôi sẽ nói tốt về thương hiệu X với mọi người. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli2 Tôi giới thiệu thương hiệu X khi có ai hỏi ý 
kiến tôi. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli3 Tôi khuyến khích bạn bè và đồng nghiệp mua 
thương hiệu X. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli4 Thương hiệu X là sự lựa chọn đầu tiên của tôi. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
bli5 Sắp tới khi mua quần áo, tôi sẽ mua thương 
hiệu X. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
PART VII:  
Những câu hỏi dưới đây chỉ nhằm giúp người nghiên cứu phân loại các ý kiến. 
6. Giới tính 
 Nam   
 Nữ  
 
7. Tuổi 
 18 – 24  
 25 – 34   
 35 – 44   
 45 – 54   
 55 trở lên 
 
8. Thu nhập hàng tháng 
 Dưới 5 triệu VN Đồng 
 Từ 5 đến dưới 10 triệu VN Đồng 
 Từ 10 đến dưới 20 triệu VN Đồng 
 Từ 20 triệu đến dưới 30 triệu VN Đồng 
 Trên 30 triệu VN Đồng 
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 9. Trình độ học vấn 
 Từ PTTH trở xuống 
 Cao đẳng / trung cấp chuyên nghiệp 
 Đại học 
 Sau đại học 
 
10. Tình trạng hôn nhân 
 Lập gia đình 
 Độc thân 
 Ly dị 
 Khác 
 
Cảm ơn sự tham gia của anh/chị rất nhiều 
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 Appendix 4. Participant characteristics in in-depth interviews   
Participants* Sex Age Occupation/ 
Education 
Household 
status 
Brands discussed 
A Female 30-35 Senior manager 
in foreign 
company. 
Got an MBA 
Single Victoria’s Secret 
(underclothing) 
Zara (professional 
clothing) 
Bath & Body Works 
(personal care) 
Ikea (furniture) 
      
B Female 40-45 Senior manager 
in foreign 
company. 
Got medical 
doctor degree. 
MBA study in 
progress 
Married 
with one 
son 
Guess (jeans, bags) 
Tommy Hilfiger 
(clothing, accessories) 
Burberry (bags) 
 
      
C Female 25-30 Staff in one of 
the local largest, 
state-owned 
bank.  
Got a bachelor 
degree in 
business.  
Married 
with one 
son 
G2000 (clothing) 
Miki (clothing) 
Ivy Moda (clothing) 
      
D Female 20-25 Student.  
Also working 
part- time. 
Living with 
parents. 
Single Cartier (fashion 
accessories) 
Channel (perfume, 
fashion accessories) 
H&M (clothing) 
      
E Male 30-35 Purchasing 
manager for a 
foreign 
company. 
College 
completion. 
Single Zara (clothing) 
Mulberry (bag) 
Tod’s (shoes) 
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 F Male 40-45 Medical doctor. 
Got a PhD. 
Working for a 
leading local 
hospital in 
Vietnam. 
Married 
with one 
son and one 
daughter 
Valentino Rudy 
(clothing) 
Geox (shoes) 
Tumi (bag) 
      
G Male 20-25 Student.  
Also working 
part- time. 
Living with 
parents. 
Single Adidas (sport shoes) 
Converse (daily 
shoes) 
Sea (clothing) 
Note: * Participants’ name removed in compliance with ethical requirements 
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 Appendix 5. Lists of brands in the survey 
Brand International 
brand? 
Vietnamese 
brand? 
Adidas x  
Mango x  
Dior x  
Channel x  
Zara x  
Geox x  
Oasis x  
Lime Orange x  
Calvin Klein x  
Puma x  
F.O.S x  
Lee x  
Nike x  
GAP x  
Tommy x  
Charles & Keith x  
H&M x  
Vans x  
Topshop x  
Esprit x  
Effu x  
Mphosis x  
Hush puppies x  
Forever 21 x  
Levi's x  
Replay x  
D&G x  
Burberry x  
John Henry x  
Jockey x  
Milano x  
Jeans West x  
Crocodile x  
Giordano x  
Prada x  
Smile Market x  
Nautica x  
Converse x  
Sam x  
Lare Boss x  
Valentino x  
Pierre Cardin x  
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 Dockers x  
Lacoste x  
Reebok x  
Unite Colour x  
Bossini x  
Kappa x  
Lining x  
Warehouse x  
FCUK x  
G2000 x  
Blue- The Blue  x 
Nem  x 
An Phước  x 
Ninomax  x 
Bamboo  x 
Tiki  x 
Couple TX  x 
Scarlet  x 
Yes  x 
PT2000  x 
N&M  x 
K&K  x 
Miki  x 
Đan Châu  x 
Việt Thy  x 
Blook  x 
Sơn Kim  x 
Việt Tiến  x 
Sea  x 
Chie & Trendy  x 
Belle  x 
Việt Tây  x 
Vascara  x 
Sifa  x 
Hoàng Phúc  x 
Celio  x 
Spirit  x 
Canifa  x 
Ivy moda  x 
Edc  x 
Eva  x 
Kelly Bùi  x 
Seven am  x 
Chamilier  x 
Infamous by Boo  x 
Robins  x 
Boo  x 
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 May 10  x 
Savvy  x 
Hạnh  x 
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 Appendix 6. Assessment of normality 
 N=400  N=396 N=394 
Variable skew c.r. Kurt-
osis 
c.r. skew c.r. Kurt-
osis 
c.r. skew c.r. Kurt-
osis 
c.r. 
bli5 -0.32 -2.62 0.24 0.98 -0.29 -2.37 0.21 0.86 -0.30 -2.42 0.24 0.99 
bli4 -0.58 -4.70 0.25 1.01 -0.57 -4.64 0.24 0.96 -0.57 -4.61 0.23 0.94 
bli3 -0.37 -2.99 0.05 0.22 -0.38 -3.07 0.09 0.37 -0.39 -3.14 0.12 0.47 
bli2 -0.24 -1.96 0.03 0.11 -0.24 -1.98 0.04 0.14 -0.24 -1.98 0.04 0.16 
bli1 -0.36 -2.94 0.09 0.35 -0.36 -2.89 0.13 0.53 -0.36 -2.91 0.12 0.50 
blc4 -0.25 -2.05 -0.06 -0.26 -0.24 -1.94 -0.03 -0.13 -0.24 -1.94 -0.03 -0.11 
blc3 0.67 5.45 -0.51 -2.08 0.68 5.51 -0.49 -1.98 0.67 5.45 -0.49 -1.99 
blc2 -0.57 -4.64 -0.43 -1.76 -0.58 -4.67 -0.42 -1.71 -0.57 -4.65 -0.42 -1.70 
blc1 -0.22 -1.76 -0.31 -1.25 -0.21 -1.72 -0.29 -1.19 -0.22 -1.81 -0.29 -1.16 
dp3 0.54 4.40 -0.83 -3.40 0.54 4.37 -0.83 -3.36 0.53 4.30 -0.83 -3.37 
dp2 -0.09 -0.71 -0.91 -3.71 -0.09 -0.77 -0.90 -3.67 -0.09 -0.77 -0.90 -3.65 
dp1 -0.31 -2.56 -0.26 -1.07 -0.30 -2.43 -0.25 -1.02 -0.31 -2.47 -0.24 -0.97 
in6 -0.23 -1.91 -0.27 -1.11 -0.25 -2.00 -0.24 -0.96 -0.25 -2.05 -0.24 -0.96 
in5 -0.15 -1.21 -0.50 -2.05 -0.16 -1.31 -0.49 -1.98 -0.18 -1.43 -0.49 -2.00 
in4 -0.35 -2.84 -0.19 -0.77 -0.36 -2.89 -0.18 -0.71 -0.36 -2.92 -0.18 -0.71 
in3 0.05 0.37 -0.55 -2.23 0.02 0.18 -0.54 -2.20 0.02 0.13 -0.55 -2.23 
in2 -0.49 -3.98 -0.38 -1.53 -0.50 -4.05 -0.34 -1.38 -0.50 -4.01 -0.33 -1.35 
in1 0.22 1.82 -0.87 -3.55 0.22 1.78 -0.85 -3.46 0.22 1.74 -0.86 -3.46 
lp4 -0.07 -0.54 -0.53 -2.15 -0.06 -0.48 -0.50 -2.03 -0.07 -0.55 -0.48 -1.95 
lp3 0.18 1.50 -0.56 -2.27 0.18 1.42 -0.55 -2.23 0.18 1.43 -0.55 -2.22 
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 lp2 -0.46 -3.74 0.01 0.03 -0.45 -3.68 0.01 0.03 -0.45 -3.67 0.01 0.03 
lp1 0.07 0.53 -0.85 -3.45 0.06 0.52 -0.82 -3.34 0.06 0.46 -0.82 -3.30 
tri4 -0.35 -2.82 -0.09 -0.37 -0.33 -2.69 -0.09 -0.38 -0.32 -2.57 -0.10 -0.41 
tri3 -0.54 -4.44 0.01 0.03 -0.55 -4.44 0.04 0.15 -0.54 -4.34 0.04 0.18 
tri2 -0.17 -1.39 -0.43 -1.74 -0.18 -1.47 -0.41 -1.67 -0.18 -1.44 -0.41 -1.66 
tri1 -0.47 -3.84 0.35 1.44 -0.45 -3.62 0.32 1.29 -0.45 -3.61 0.32 1.29 
trr4 -0.48 -3.88 -0.17 -0.70 -0.47 -3.80 -0.17 -0.67 -0.47 -3.78 -0.16 -0.63 
trr3 -0.51 -4.14 -0.13 -0.53 -0.50 -4.04 -0.12 -0.47 -0.48 -3.90 -0.13 -0.53 
trr2 -0.39 -3.15 -0.20 -0.83 -0.39 -3.14 -0.19 -0.76 -0.39 -3.12 -0.17 -0.71 
trr1 -0.43 -3.48 -0.05 -0.21 -0.39 -3.20 -0.08 -0.31 -0.38 -3.04 -0.09 -0.38 
pq7 -0.63 -5.17 0.36 1.47 -0.57 -4.60 0.14 0.57 -0.57 -4.60 0.14 0.57 
pq6 2.31 18.82 6.49 26.49 2.23 18.09 6.08 24.68 2.22 17.99 6.04 24.48 
pq5 -0.76 -6.22 1.21 4.93 -0.76 -6.15 1.20 4.86 -0.75 -6.11 1.20 4.85 
pq4 -0.49 -3.96 -0.04 -0.16 -0.49 -3.97 0.01 0.02 -0.49 -3.96 0.02 0.07 
pq3 -0.46 -3.73 0.03 0.11 -0.40 -3.24 -0.14 -0.57 -0.33 -2.68 -0.35 -1.40 
pq2 -0.32 -2.60 -0.07 -0.26 -0.30 -2.47 -0.07 -0.29 -0.28 -2.25 -0.11 -0.43 
pq1 -0.39 -3.14 -0.35 -1.44 -0.31 -2.55 -0.50 -2.03 -0.31 -2.54 -0.50 -2.02 
bid5 -0.35 -2.87 -0.72 -2.95 -0.36 -2.91 -0.70 -2.84 -0.36 -2.91 -0.69 -2.79 
bid4 0.46 3.77 -0.74 -3.03 0.45 3.65 -0.75 -3.04 0.45 3.61 -0.75 -3.05 
bid3 0.16 1.30 -0.93 -3.79 0.16 1.30 -0.92 -3.73 0.16 1.26 -0.92 -3.73 
bid2 -0.12 -0.96 -0.77 -3.14 -0.11 -0.89 -0.75 -3.03 -0.11 -0.92 -0.74 -3.01 
bid1 0.15 1.23 -0.95 -3.89 0.14 1.10 -0.96 -3.88 0.13 1.03 -0.96 -3.88 
Multivariate     495.52 81.51     423.92 69.38     398.86 65.11 
Note: Results obtained from AMOS output.  c.r. = critical ratio 
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 Appendix 7. Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) 
N=400  N=396  N=394 
Observation 
number 
Mahalanobis 
d-squared 
t-value*  Observation 
number 
Mahalanobis 
d-squared 
t-value  Observation 
number 
Mahalanobis 
d-squared 
t-value 
166 150.96 3.59  112 131.29 3.13  27 113.02 2.69 
81 147.95 3.52  174 117.66 2.80  141 110.90 2.64 
36 144.40 3.44  27 111.85 2.66  178 110.24 2.62 
85 132.97 3.17  142 110.72 2.64  43 108.68 2.59 
178 113.01 2.69  180 109.67 2.61  179 107.40 2.56 
27 111.64 2.66  181 107.76 2.57  200 105.73 2.52 
145 110.62 2.63  43 106.03 2.52  16 105.30 2.51 
184 109.93 2.62  202 106.01 2.52  308 103.62 2.47 
185 107.46 2.56  16 104.04 2.48  318 101.18 2.41 
44 104.62 2.49  310 102.85 2.45  264 100.19 2.39 
Note: Selected AMOS output. This table only presents the first 10 observations that were farthest from the centroid  
* t-value is calculated by dividing Mahalanobis d-squared by the total number of items of all constructs (i.e. 42 items of 5 constructs in the hypothesised theoretical model)
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 Appendix 8. Final scales after refinements using CFA procedure 
Scale Code Scale item 
Perceived quality pq1 Brand X is of high quality.  
pq2 The likely quality of brand X is extremely high. 
pq3 The likelihood that brand X would be functional 
is very high. 
pq5 Brand X must be of very good quality. 
pq7 Brand X is highly durable 
   
Brand identification bid1 When someone criticises brand X, it feels like a 
personal insult. 
bid2 I am very interested in what others think about 
brand X 
bid4 If a story in the media criticised brand X, I 
would feel embarrassed 
bid5 When someone praises brand X, it feels like a 
personal compliment 
   
Brand trust  trr1 Brand X is a brand name that meets my 
expectations 
trr2 I feel confidence in brand X 
trr3 Brand X is a brand name that never disappoints 
me 
tri1 Brand X would be honest and sincere in 
addressing my concerns 
    
B
ra
nd
 re
la
tio
ns
hi
p 
qu
al
ity
 Love/Passion lp1 Brand X and I are perfect for each other  
lp3 Thought of not being able to use brand X 
disturbs me. 
Intimacy  in1 I know brand X history / background. 
in3 I know more about brand X than average 
consumer 
in4 Brand X really understands my needs for 
clothing 
Interdependence  dp1 I need brand X and rely on its benefits 
dp2 Brand X is an integral part of my life. 
   
Brand loyalty blc1 I consider myself to be loyal to brand X 
bli1 I say positive things about brand  X to other 
people 
bli2 I recommend  brand X to someone who seeks 
my advice 
bli3 I encourage friends and relatives to buy brand X 
Note: X indicates a brand name 
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 Appendix 9.Testing for common method bias: Harman’s single 
factor 
Component Initial Eigenvalues 
 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
 Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 8.736 36.402 36.402 8.736 36.402 36.402 
2 3.200 13.335 49.737 3.200 13.335 49.737 
3 1.348 5.616 55.353 1.348 5.616 55.353 
4 1.166 4.859 60.212 1.166 4.859 60.212 
5 1.073 4.470 64.682 1.073 4.470 64.682 
6 .763 3.180 67.862       
7 .706 2.940 70.802       
8 .688 2.866 73.668       
9 .649 2.706 76.374       
10 .567 2.361 78.735       
11 .508 2.118 80.854       
12 .491 2.046 82.900       
13 .479 1.994 84.894       
14 .441 1.839 86.733       
15 .428 1.783 88.515       
16 .397 1.656 90.171       
17 .376 1.566 91.737       
18 .345 1.439 93.176       
19 .337 1.406 94.582       
20 .292 1.216 95.798       
21 .275 1.146 96.944       
22 .262 1.091 98.035       
23 .254 1.058 99.093       
24 .218 .907 100.000       
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, no 
rotation was chosen 
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 Appendix 10. Testing for common method bias: Partial correlation 
technique (AMOS diagram) 
 
Note: Standardised estimates. PQ = Perceived quality; BI = Brand identification; TR = Brand trust; 
BRQ = Brand relationship quality; BL = Brand loyalty; LP = Love/passion; IN = Intimacy; DP = 
Interdependence 
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Appendix 11. Testing for common method bias – Partial correlation 
technique 
Correlation between (*) Uncorrected 
correlations 
(𝑟𝑟𝑈𝑈) 
CMV-adjusted 
correlations (**) 
(𝑟𝑟𝐴𝐴) 
Change 
BI ↔ PQ 0.13 0.00 0.13 
BI ↔ TR 0.41 0.32 0.09 
BI ↔ LP 0.70 0.66 0.05 
BI ↔ IN 0.70 0.65 0.05 
BI ↔ DP 0.65 0.59 0.05 
BI ↔ BL 0.43 0.34 0.09 
PQ ↔ TR 0.70 0.66 0.05 
PQ ↔ LP 0.30 0.19 0.11 
PQ ↔ IN 0.33 0.23 0.10 
PQ ↔ DP 0.33 0.23 0.10 
PQ ↔ BL 0.55 0.48 0.07 
TR ↔ LP 0.53 0.46 0.07 
TR ↔ IN 0.55 0.48 0.07 
TR ↔ DP 0.51 0.43 0.08 
TR ↔ BL 0.68 0.63 0.05 
LP ↔ IN 0.89 0.87 0.02 
LP ↔ DP 0.88 0.86 0.02 
LP ↔ BL 0.51 0.43 0.07 
IN ↔ DP 0.85 0.82 0.02 
IN ↔ BL 0.54 0.47 0.07 
DP ↔ BL 0.56 0.50 0.07 
    Mean change 0.07 
Note: Results obtained from AMOS output.  
PQ = Perceived quality; BI = Brand identification; TR = Brand trust; BRQ = Brand relationship 
quality; BL = Brand loyalty; LP = Love/passion; IN = Intimacy; DP = Interdependence.  
* Correlation coefficients obtained from a measurement model including 7 first-order factors and the 
method factor (marker variable) ** Calculated using the equation 7-1 with 𝑟𝑟𝑀𝑀 = 0.13.  
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 Appendix 12. Standardised correlations between constructs 
Parameter    Estimate Lower Upper P 
Brand 
Identification 
↔ Perceived 
Quality 
0.13 0.01 0.26 0.045 
       
Brand 
Identification 
↔ Brand Trust 0.41 0.29 0.51 0.002 
       
Brand 
Identification 
↔ Brand 
relationship 
quality 
0.73 0.64 0.81 0.002 
       
Brand 
Identification 
↔ Brand Loyalty 0.42 0.31 0.54 0.002 
       
Perceived 
Quality 
↔ Brand Trust 0.70 0.62 0.78 0.002 
       
Perceived 
Quality 
↔ Brand 
relationship 
quality 
0.34 0.22 0.47 0.002 
       
Perceived 
Quality 
↔ Brand Loyalty 0.55 0.43 0.64 0.003 
       
Brand Trust ↔ brand 
relationship 
quality 
0.57 0.45 0.67 0.002 
       
Brand Trust ↔ Brand Loyalty 0.68 0.58 0.76 0.002 
       
Brand Loyalty ↔ Brand 
relationship 
quality 
0.58 0.47 0.68 0.001 
Note: Results obtained from AMOS bootstrap output with bias-corrected percentile method (95% 
confidence level). 
 
241 
 
 Appendix 13. Descriptive statistics of summated scales of all constructs/ dimensions in the theoretical model 
 Minimum 
(*) 
Maximum 
(**) 
Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Variance Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Std. 
Error 
Statistic Std. 
Error 
Perceived Quality 2.00 7.00 5.28 0.95 0.89 -0.24 0.12 -0.16 0.25 
Brand Identification 1.00 7.00 3.74 1.38 1.90 -0.09 0.12 -0.81 0.25 
Brand Trust 1.00 7.00 4.86 1.08 1.16 -0.32 0.12 -0.06 0.25 
Brand Relationship Quality  1.00 6.67 3.69 1.19 1.41  0.03 0.12 -0.43 0.25 
Love/Passion 1.00 6.50 3.42 1.40 1.95  0.10 0.12 -0.63 0.25 
Intimacy 1.00 7.00 3.72 1.33 1.77  0.00 0.12 -0.37 0.25 
Interdependence 1.00 7.00 3.95 1.34 1.80 -0.18 0.12 -0.51 0.25 
Brand Loyalty 1.00 7.00 4.70 1.07 1.15 -0.26 0.12  0.19 0.25 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. N = 394.  
Summated scales of first-order constructs were calculated as mean values of their indicators (items). Summated scale of second-order brand relationship quality construct was 
calculated as mean values of its indicators (first-order dimensions).  
* As summating technique was used to estimate the summated values, the possible minimum value is equal to the lowest score in the Likert scale (i.e. 1). ** The possible 
maximum value is equal to the highest score in the Likert scale (i.e. 7). 
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 Appendix 14. Cross-tabulation analysis: Type of brand vs. gender, 
income and age 
Gender * Type of brand 
 Local brand International 
brand 
Total 
Male 56 69 125 
Female 137 132 269 
Total 193 201 394 
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.283 1 .257 
 
Income * Type of brand 
 Local brand International 
brand 
Total 
≤ 5 mil. VND 60 60 120 
5-9.99 mil. VND 67 52 119 
10-19.99 mil. VND 48 56 104 
20-29.99 mil. VND 13 20 33 
≥ 30 mil. VND  5 13 18 
Total  193 201 394 
 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.387 4 .117 
 
Age * Type of brand  
 Local brand International 
brand 
Total 
18-24 years old 73 91 164 
25-34 years old 87 74 161 
35-44 years old 21 31 52 
45-54 years old 12 5 17 
 Total 193 201 394 
 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.671 3 .053 
Note: Selected output from SPSS  
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 Appendix 15. Descriptive statistics of summated scales by type of 
brand 
  N Mean SD SE 
Mean 
Perceived Quality Local brand 193 5.13 0.96 0.07 
International brand 201 5.42 0.91 0.06 
      
Brand 
Identification 
Local brand 193 3.78 1.38 0.10 
International brand 201 3.69 1.38 0.10 
      
Brand Trust Local brand 193 4.80 1.17 0.08 
  International brand 201 4.92 0.98 0.07 
      
Brand 
Relationship 
Quality 
Local brand 193 3.72 1.24 0.09 
International brand 201 3.67 1.13 0.08 
      
Love/Passion Local brand 193 3.45 1.44 0.10 
  International brand 201 3.39 1.36 0.10 
      
Intimacy Local brand 193 3.72 1.38 0.10 
  International brand 201 3.72 1.29 0.09 
      
Interdependence Local brand 193 4.00 1.40 0.10 
  International brand 201 3.90 1.28 0.09 
      
Brand Loyalty Local brand 193 4.66 1.14 0.08 
  International brand 201 4.73 1.01 0.07 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. SD = Standard deviation, SE = Standard Error 
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 Appendix 16. Independent samples t-test of means by type of brand 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
  F Sig. t df Sig.  
(two-
tailed) 
Mean 
dif-
ference 
SE dif-
ference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
        Lower Upper 
Perceived Quality Equal variances 
assumed 
.76 .38 -3.14 392.00 .00* -.30 .09 -.48 -.11 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  -3.13 388.20 .00 -.30 .09 -.48 -.11 
           
Brand Identification Equal variances 
assumed 
.16 .69 .65 392.00 .51 .09 .14 -.18 .36 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  .65 391.25 .51 .09 .14 -.18 .36 
           
Brand Trust Equal variances 
assumed 
8.94 .00 -1.08 392.00 .28 -.12 .11 -.33 .10 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  -1.08 374.64 .28** -.12 .11 -.33 .10 
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 Brand Relationship 
Quality 
Equal variances 
assumed 
2.24 .14 .46 392.00 .64 .06 .12 -.18 .29 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  .46 385.03 .65 .06 .12 -.18 .29 
           
Love/Passion Equal variances 
assumed 
.51 .48 .45 392.00 .66 .06 .14 -.21 .34 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  .45 388.01 .66 .06 .14 -.21 .34 
           
Intimacy Equal variances 
assumed 
.97 .33 -.01 392.00 .99 .00 .13 -.27 .26 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  -.01 387.75 .99 .00 .13 -.27 .26 
           
Interdependence Equal variances 
assumed 
2.19 .14 .77 392.00 .44 .10 .14 -.16 .37 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  .77 385.38 .44 .10 .14 -.16 .37 
           
Brand Loyalty Equal variances 
assumed 
5.59 .02 -.63 392.00 .53 -.07 .11 -.28 .14 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
  -.63 381.48 .53** -.07 .11 -.28 .15 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. SE = Standard error. * Significant at p<0.05 ** this p-value was examined given Levene test significant at p<0.5 
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 Appendix 17. Descriptive statistics of summated scales by gender 
  N Mean SD SE 
Mean 
Perceived 
Quality  
Male 125 5.44 0.96 0.09 
Female 269 5.20 0.93 0.06 
      
Brand 
Identification  
Male 125 3.72 1.34 0.12 
Female 269 3.75 1.40 0.09 
      
Brand Trust Male 125 4.93 1.07 0.10 
  Female 269 4.83 1.08 0.07 
      
Brand 
Relationship 
Quality  
Male 125 3.79 1.10 0.10 
Female 269 3.65 1.23 0.07 
      
Love/Passion Male 125 3.58 1.34 0.12 
  Female 269 3.35 1.42 0.09 
      
Intimacy Male 125 3.71 1.32 0.12 
  Female 269 3.72 1.34 0.08 
      
Interdependence Male 125 4.08 1.21 0.11 
  Female 269 3.88 1.40 0.09 
      
Brand Loyalty Male 125 4.74 1.08 0.10 
  Female 269 4.68 1.07 0.07 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. SD = Standard deviation, SE = Standard Error 
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 Appendix 18. Independent samples t-test of means by gender 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
  F Sig. t df Sig.  
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
dif-
ference 
SE dif-
ference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
         Lower Upper 
Perceived Quality Equal variances 
assumed 
.07 .790 2.34 392.00 .020* .24 .10 .04 .44 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    2.32 234.96 .021 .24 .10 .04 .44 
           
Brand Identification Equal variances 
assumed 
1.36 .243 -.14 392.00 .886 -.02 .15 -.31 .27 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    -.15 252.20 .884 -.02 .15 -.31 .27 
           
Brand Trust Equal variances 
assumed 
.59 .444 .82 392.00 .410 .10 .12 -.13 .33 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    .83 244.33 .409 .10 .12 -.13 .32 
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 Brand Relationship 
Quality 
Equal variances 
assumed 
3.67 .056 1.07 392.00 .283 .14 .13 -.11 .39 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.12 268.13 .264 .14 .12 -.10 .38 
           
Love/Passion Equal variances 
assumed 
1.47 .226 1.54 392.00 .125 .23 .15 -.06 .53 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.57 255.74 .117 .23 .15 -.06 .52 
           
Intimacy Equal variances 
assumed 
.30 .582 -.09 392.00 .927 -.01 .14 -.30 .27 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    -.09 245.47 .926 -.01 .14 -.30 .27 
           
Interdependence Equal variances 
assumed 
4.85 .028 1.34 392.00 .179 .20 .15 -.09 .48 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    1.42 276.63 .157** .20 .14 -.08 .47 
           
Brand Loyalty Equal variances 
assumed 
.03 .862 .48 392.00 .633 .06 .12 -.17 .28 
  Equal variances 
not assumed 
    .48 240.67 .633 .06 .12 -.17 .29 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. SE = Standard error. * Significant at p<0.05 ** this p-value was examined given Levene test significant at p<0.5 
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 Appendix 19. Descriptive statistics of summated scales by income 
  N Mean SD SE 
Mean 
Perceived Quality ≤ 5 mil. VND 120 5.21 0.92 0.08 
  5-9.99 mil. VND 119 5.25 0.91 0.08 
  10-19.99 mil. VND 104 5.36 1.00 0.10 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 5.30 0.96 0.17 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 5.44 1.08 0.25 
  Total 394 5.28 0.95 0.05 
      
Brand 
Identification  
≤ 5 mil. VND 120 3.64 1.36 0.12 
5-9.99 mil. VND 119 3.86 1.38 0.13 
  10-19.99 mil. VND 104 3.75 1.36 0.13 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 3.76 1.50 0.26 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 3.53 1.48 0.35 
  Total 394 3.74 1.38 0.07 
      
Brand Trust ≤ 5 mil. VND 120 4.61 1.06 0.10 
  5-9.99 mil. VND 119 4.90 1.09 0.10 
  10-19.99 mil. VND 104 5.07 1.03 0.10 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 5.05 0.93 0.16 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 4.69 1.32 0.31 
  Total 394 4.86 1.08 0.05 
      
-Love/Passion ≤ 5 mil. VND 120 3.28 1.41 0.13 
  5-9.99 mil. VND 119 3.47 1.36 0.12 
  10-19.99 mil. VND 104 3.50 1.41 0.14 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 3.61 1.30 0.23 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 3.22 1.71 0.40 
  Total 394 3.42 1.40 0.07 
      
-Intimacy ≤ 5 mil. VND 120 3.45 1.36 0.12 
  5-9.99 mil. VND 119 3.82 1.26 0.12 
  10-19.99 mil. VND 104 3.92 1.30 0.13 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 3.73 1.39 0.24 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 3.63 1.54 0.36 
  Total 394 3.72 1.33 0.07 
250 
 
 -Interdependence ≤ 5 mil. VND 120 3.79 1.30 0.12 
  5-9.99 mil. VND 119 4.05 1.38 0.13 
  10-19.99 mil. VND 104 4.07 1.36 0.13 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 3.97 1.16 0.20 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 3.53 1.56 0.37 
  Total 394 3.95 1.34 0.07 
      
Brand 
Relationship 
Quality 
≤ 5 mil. VND 120 3.50 1.20 0.11 
5-9.99 mil. VND 119 3.78 1.17 0.11 
10-19.99 mil. VND 104 3.83 1.19 0.12 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 3.77 1.02 0.18 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 3.46 1.42 0.33 
  Total 394 3.69 1.19 0.06 
      
Brand Loyalty ≤ 5 mil. VND 120 4.50 1.14 0.10 
  5-9.99 mil. VND 119 4.79 1.02 0.09 
  10-19.99 mil. VND 104 4.85 1.12 0.11 
  20-29.99 mil. VND 33 4.62 0.82 0.14 
   ≥ 30 mil. VND  18 4.65 1.04 0.24 
  Total 394 4.70 1.07 0.05 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. SD = Standard deviation, SE = Standard Error 
 
 
  
251 
 
 Appendix 20. Test of homogeneity of variances for income groups 
 Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Perceived Quality .644 4 389 .632 
Brand Identification .373 4 389 .828 
Brand Trust .849 4 389 .495 
Brand Relationship 
Quality 
.787 4 389 .534 
Love/Passion .927 4 389 .448 
Intimacy .808 4 389 .520 
Interdependence .550 4 389 .699 
Brand Loyalty 2.074 4 389 .084 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output.    
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 Appendix 21. One-way ANOVA for comparing means between 
income groups 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Perceived Quality Between 
Groups 
1.978 4 .494 .551 .699 
Within 
Groups 
349.356 389 .898     
Total 351.334 393       
       
Brand Identification Between 
Groups 
3.949 4 .987 .518 .723 
Within 
Groups 
741.375 389 1.906     
Total 745.324 393       
       
Brand Trust Between 
Groups 
14.121 4 3.530 3.112 .015* 
Within 
Groups 
441.327 389 1.135     
Total 455.447 393       
       
Brand Relationship 
Quality 
Between 
Groups 
8.441 4 2.110 1.505 .200 
Within 
Groups 
545.561 389 1.402     
Total 554.002 393       
       
Love/Passion Between 
Groups 
5.474 4 1.369 .699 .593 
Within 
Groups 
762.087 389 1.959     
Total 767.561 393       
       
Intimacy Between 
Groups 
14.300 4 3.575 2.038 .088 
Within 
Groups 
682.306 389 1.754     
Total 696.607 393       
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 Interdependence Between 
Groups 
9.240 4 2.310 1.285 .275 
Within 
Groups 
699.141 389 1.797     
Total 708.381 393       
       
Brand Loyalty Between 
Groups 
8.276 4 2.069 1.806 .127 
Within 
Groups 
445.532 389 1.145     
Total 453.808 393       
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. * Significant at p<0.05 
254 
 
 Appendix 22. Post hoc multiple comparisons of means between income groups 
Tukey HSD 
   Mean 
Difference (I-
J) 
Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
     Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Brand Trust ≤ 5 million VND ≤ 5 million VND           
  5-9.99 million VND -.295 .138 .205 -.673 .083 
  10-19.99 million VND -.46138* .143 .012 -.852 -.070 
  20-29.99 million VND -.445 .209 .212 -1.018 .129 
  ≥ 30 million VND  -.086 .269 .998 -.824 .652 
        
  5-9.99 million VND ≤ 5 million VND .295 .138 .205 -.083 .673 
  5-9.99 million VND           
  10-19.99 million VND -.166 .143 .772 -.558 .225 
  20-29.99 million VND -.150 .210 .953 -.724 .425 
  ≥ 30 million VND  .209 .269 .938 -.529 .947 
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   10-19.99 million 
VND 
≤ 5 million VND .46138* .143 .012 .070 .852 
  5-9.99 million VND .166 .143 .772 -.225 .558 
  10-19.99 million VND           
  20-29.99 million VND .017 .213 1.000 -.567 .600 
  ≥ 30 million VND  .375 .272 .641 -.370 1.120 
        
  20-29.99 million 
VND 
≤ 5 million VND .445 .209 .212 -.129 1.018 
  5-9.99 million VND .150 .210 .953 -.425 .724 
  10-19.99 million VND -.017 .213 1.000 -.600 .567 
  20-29.99 million VND           
  ≥ 30 million VND  .359 .312 .780 -.497 1.214 
        
  ≥ 30 million VND  ≤ 5 million VND .086 .269 .998 -.652 .824 
  5-9.99 million VND -.209 .269 .938 -.947 .529 
  10-19.99 million VND -.375 .272 .641 -1.120 .370 
  20-29.99 million VND -.359 .312 .780 -1.214 .497 
  ≥ 30 million VND            
Note. Results obtained from SPSS output. * Significant at p<0.05 
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 Appendix 23. Descriptive statistics of summated scales by age 
  N Mean SD SE 
Mean 
Perceived Quality 18-24 years old 164 5.15 0.84 0.07 
  25-34 years old 161 5.24 1.04 0.08 
  35-44 years old 52 5.67 0.89 0.12 
  45-54 years old 17 5.65 0.81 0.20 
  Total 394 5.28 0.95 0.05 
      
Brand 
Identification  
18-24 years old 164 3.55 1.33 0.10 
25-34 years old 161 3.86 1.43 0.11 
  35-44 years old 52 3.82 1.37 0.19 
  45-54 years old 17 4.06 1.30 0.31 
  Total 394 3.74 1.38 0.07 
      
Brand Trust 18-24 years old 164 4.63 1.05 0.08 
  25-34 years old 161 4.88 1.10 0.09 
  35-44 years old 52 5.26 0.88 0.12 
  45-54 years old 17 5.66 0.98 0.24 
  Total 394 4.86 1.08 0.05 
      
Brand 
Relationship 
Quality  
18-24 years old 164 3.47 1.14 0.09 
25-34 years old 161 3.80 1.24 0.10 
35-44 years old 52 4.00 1.11 0.15 
  45-54 years old 17 3.92 1.05 0.25 
  Total 394 3.69 1.19 0.06 
      
Love/Passion 18-24 years old 164 3.24 1.35 0.11 
  25-34 years old 161 3.49 1.44 0.11 
  35-44 years old 52 3.72 1.41 0.19 
  45-54 years old 17 3.59 1.28 0.31 
  Total 394 3.42 1.40 0.07 
      
Intimacy 18-24 years old 164 3.39 1.26 0.10 
  25-34 years old 161 3.89 1.34 0.11 
  35-44 years old 52 4.06 1.33 0.18 
  45-54 years old 17 4.18 1.29 0.31 
  Total 394 3.72 1.33 0.07 
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 Interdependence 18-24 years old 164 3.78 1.29 0.10 
  25-34 years old 161 4.02 1.43 0.11 
  35-44 years old 52 4.20 1.23 0.17 
  45-54 years old 17 4.00 1.24 0.30 
  Total 394 3.95 1.34 0.07 
      
Brand Loyalty 18-24 years old 164 4.52 1.04 0.08 
  25-34 years old 161 4.77 1.08 0.09 
  35-44 years old 52 4.88 1.10 0.15 
  45-54 years old 17 5.15 1.01 0.24 
  Total 394 4.70 1.07 0.05 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. SD = Standard deviation, SE = Standard Error 
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 Appendix 24. Test of homogeneity of variances for age groups 
  Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Perceived Quality 1.877 3 390 .133 
Brand Identification .474 3 390 .701 
Brand Trust 2.310 3 390 .076 
Brand Relationship 
Quality 
.923 3 390 .430 
Love/Passion .215 3 390 .886 
Intimacy .343 3 390 .794 
Interdependence 1.347 3 390 .259 
Brand Loyalty .271 3 390 .846 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output.   
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 Appendix 25. One-way ANOVA for comparing means between age 
groups 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Perceived Quality Between 
Groups 
13.012 3 4.337 5.000 .002* 
Within 
Groups 
338.323 390 .867     
Total 351.334 393       
       
Brand Identification Between 
Groups 
10.210 3 3.403 1.806 .146 
Within 
Groups 
735.114 390 1.885     
Total 745.324 393       
       
Brand Trust Between 
Groups 
27.892 3 9.297 8.481 .000* 
Within 
Groups 
427.555 390 1.096     
Total 455.447 393       
       
Love/Passion Between 
Groups 
11.264 3 3.755 1.936 .123 
Within 
Groups 
756.297 390 1.939     
Total 767.561 393       
       
Intimacy Between 
Groups 
32.635 3 10.878 6.390 .000* 
Within 
Groups 
663.971 390 1.702     
Total 696.607 393       
       
Interdependence Between 
Groups 
8.785 3 2.928 1.632 .181 
Within 
Groups 
699.596 390 1.794     
Total 708.381 393       
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 Brand Relationship 
Quality 
Between 
Groups 
15.705 3 5.235 3.793 .011* 
Within 
Groups 
538.297 390 1.380     
Total 554.002 393       
Brand Loyalty Between 
Groups 
11.394 3 3.798 3.348 .019* 
Within 
Groups 
442.414 390 1.134     
Total 453.808 393       
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. * Significant at p<0.05 
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 Appendix 26. Post hoc multiple comparison of means between age groups 
   Mean 
Difference (I-
J) 
Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 
     Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Perceived Quality 18-24 years old 25-34 years old -.092 .103 .809 -.359 .174 
35-44 years old -.51538* .148 .003 -.898 -.133 
45-54 years old -.497 .237 .157 -1.109 .115 
25-34 years old 18-24 years old .092 .103 .809 -.174 .359 
35-44 years old -.42315* .149 .024 -.806 -.040 
45-54 years old -.405 .238 .323 -1.018 .208 
35-44 years old 18-24 years old .51538* .148 .003 .133 .898 
25-34 years old .42315* .149 .024 .040 .806 
45-54 years old .018 .260 1.000 -.653 .690 
45-54 years old 18-24 years old .497 .237 .157 -.115 1.109 
25-34 years old .405 .238 .323 -.208 1.018 
35-44 years old -.018 .260 1.000 -.690 .653 
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 Brand Trust 18-24 years old 25-34 years old -.249 .116 .140 -.549 .050 
35-44 years old -.62852* .167 .001 -1.058 -.199 
45-54 years old -1.03067* .267 .001 -1.719 -.342 
25-34 years old 18-24 years old .249 .116 .140 -.050 .549 
35-44 years old -.379 .167 .107 -.810 .052 
45-54 years old -.78133* .267 .019 -1.470 -.092 
35-44 years old 18-24 years old .62852* .167 .001 .199 1.058 
25-34 years old .379 .167 .107 -.052 .810 
45-54 years old -.402 .293 .516 -1.157 .353 
45-54 years old 18-24 years old 1.03067* .267 .001 .342 1.719 
25-34 years old .78133* .267 .019 .092 1.470 
35-44 years old .402 .293 .516 -.353 1.157 
Intimacy 18-24 years old 25-34 years old -.50409* .145 .003 -.878 -.131 
35-44 years old -.67792* .208 .007 -1.214 -.142 
45-54 years old -.790 .332 .083 -1.648 .067 
25-34 years old 18-24 years old .50409* .145 .003 .131 .878 
35-44 years old -.174 .208 .838 -.711 .363 
45-54 years old -.286 .333 .825 -1.145 .572 
35-44 years old 18-24 years old .67792* .208 .007 .142 1.214 
25-34 years old .174 .208 .838 -.363 .711 
45-54 years old -.112 .365 .990 -1.053 .828 
45-54 years old 18-24 years old .790 .332 .083 -.067 1.648 
25-34 years old .286 .333 .825 -.572 1.145 
35-44 years old .112 .365 .990 -.828 1.053 
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 Brand Relationship 
Quality 
18-24 years old 25-34 years old -.332 .130 .055 -.668 .005 
35-44 years old -.52554* .187 .027 -1.008 -.043 
45-54 years old -.451 .299 .434 -1.224 .321 
25-34 years old 18-24 years old .332 .130 .055 -.005 .668 
35-44 years old -.194 .187 .729 -.677 .290 
45-54 years old -.120 .300 .978 -.893 .653 
35-44 years old 18-24 years old .52554* .187 .027 .043 1.008 
25-34 years old .194 .187 .729 -.290 .677 
45-54 years old .074 .328 .996 -.773 .921 
45-54 years old 18-24 years old .451 .299 .434 -.321 1.224 
25-34 years old .120 .300 .978 -.653 .893 
35-44 years old -.074 .328 .996 -.921 .773 
Brand Loyalty 18-24 years old 25-34 years old -.257 .118 .133 -.561 .048 
35-44 years old -.362 .170 .145 -.799 .076 
45-54 years old -.629 .271 .096 -1.329 .071 
25-34 years old 18-24 years old .257 .118 .133 -.048 .561 
35-44 years old -.105 .170 .926 -.543 .333 
45-54 years old -.372 .272 .519 -1.073 .329 
35-44 years old 18-24 years old .362 .170 .145 -.076 .799 
25-34 years old .105 .170 .926 -.333 .543 
45-54 years old -.267 .298 .806 -1.035 .501 
45-54 years old 18-24 years old .629 .271 .096 -.071 1.329 
25-34 years old .372 .272 .519 -.329 1.073 
35-44 years old .267 .298 .806 -.501 1.035 
Note: Results obtained from SPSS output. * Significant at p<0.05 
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